Rogers, Laura jl AW
From: Tim P ()

Sent:  Tuesday, July 31, 2007 4:48 PM

To: GetSMART

Cc: christine_leonard@judiciary-dem.senate.gov
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

If you take the time to read this article you will see that this child has sat in jail for over one year rather
then plead guilty as an adult. The reason is, he wants to stay off the sex offender registry. So the sex
offender registries are not punitive, tell the public that and this child. The other message here is that it is
better not to report this type of activity to the police. The wrong message is being sent by the SORNA
also. I understand the SORNA addresses the issue of age of victim and accused, but the problem here is
that the office of the AG does not get that these types of laws are punitive.

The parents of a teen accused of lascivious acts with a child say they are increasingly frustrated at a
legal system that they say has no idea what to do with their son and has provided them with next to no
communication.

"We don't want other families to go through what we're going through," said Zach Campton's step-
father, Chris Spidell. "What really irks us is here is a 16-year-old kid, 17 now, sitting in jail not
represented in an adult facility."

Campton was charged with the crime after having two sexual encounters with his girlfriend. At the time
she was 13 and he was 16 years old. He had been charged with more serious felonies, but pleaded down
in a deal reached with the prosecutor.

At issue is whether he should be sentenced as an adult or juvenile. While that matter is being resolved,
Campton has spent the past year in the Marshall County Jail, even though he likely would be out already
if the sentencing had taken place as scheduled - no matter if it was done within him being either an adult

or juvenile.

While Campton does have an attorney representing him the appellate system, his parents report he has
. no legal representation at the district court system.

"They told us until they know whether he's an adult or juvenile, they can't appoint someone to represent
him," Chris Spidell said.

When asked to describe what the past 18 months has been like for the Spidells, they both answered in
unison, "Hell."

While the victim in the case has said she told him the intimate relationship was OK with her, Iowa law
does not give her the right to consent.

"It was in the report that it was consensual and as a matter of fact she snuck into our house when we
were asleep," Chris Spidell said.

While both the boy's mother, Karla Spidell, and Chris Spidell say Zach is not completely innocent in the
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matter, they do not feel his actions were criminal in nature. Karla Spidell said teens engage in intimate
relationships regularly.

"If they locked them all up for that, we wouldn't have any teenagers out," she asserted.
The couple reports they have had a very hard time getting any information about their son's case, which
is now under consideration by the Iowa Supreme Court. They also say they have not been very happy

with the responsiveness of the jail.

When procedures for visits changed, the couple went a couple of weeks without visiting their son
because they were not on the approved visitors list and believe Zack did not know what he had to do to
get them on the list.

"He has no clue about how any of this works," Karla Spidell said.

They also report their son has a contentious relationship with those working at the jail, which they
understand can just make things harder on him.

The Spidells have had no significant contact with the victim's family since the charges were brought, but
say they are angry with the victim's parents.

"I thought there was enough respect that he would come to us first, but no," Chris Spidell said.

Now, they are hoping that the court will have him sentenced as a juvenile. Either way, he will probably
get out of jail once a decision is reached. However, the Spidells say if he is sentenced as an adult, he will
have to register as a sex offender, a label that will follow him the rest of his life.

They also reject the assertion their son was manipulating the victim and coercing the female victim.

"Read these letters and tell me who was manipulating who," Chris Spidell said, producing a stack of
letters the victim had written to Campton. "If anything, they were manipulating each other."

In the meantime, the Spidells are hoping for a resolution to the situation before the end of the summer,
but they said a lawyer told them the case could still drag on for as long as a couple of years.

9/19/2007
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August 1, 2007

The Honorable Alberto R. Gonzales
Attorney General

U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, DC 20530

Decar General Gonzales:

As you are aware, the Department of Justice (DOJ) has issucd proposed guidelines for
implementation of the Sex Qffender Registration and Notification Act. As the comment period
for the proposed guidelines ends today, 1 wanlted ensure you received a copy of the commients
prepared by the Utah Department of Human Services which will greatly assist you drafting final

guidelines.

I have attached a letier from the Utah Department of Human Scrvices which lists ils
specific concerns relating 1o the proposed guidelines, [ have reviewed its letter, and believe it
illustrates valid concerns which warrant careful consideration by DOJ officials.

Y ask that the concerns outlined in the attached letter be carefully considered by DO prior
to the release of the final guidelines and that DOJ officials make every eflort 10 accommodate the
concerns s that foster children are not subject 10 needless delays and states are able to work as
effectively and efficiently as possible in implementing the faw. Thank you for your attention to
this matter, and for vour continued service to our country.

Orrin G, Hatch
United States Senator

OGH/jbbb

Enclosure

PRINYED ON RECYCLED PAPEH



Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART

Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 10:41 AM
To: Rosengarten, Clark ) ,
Subject: FW: Comments to proposed guidelines on Adam Walsh

Attachments: Adam Walsh comments

From: Lisa-Michele Church [mailto:imchurch@utah.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 7:03 PM

To: GetSMART

Subject: Comments to proposed guidelines on Adam Walsh

Enclosed please find our comments on the proposed guidelines for the Adam Walsh Act which were published in
the May 30, 2007 Federal Register Vol 72 No 103. Thank you for your consideration.

Lisa-Michele Church

Executive Director
Utah Department of Human Services

8/6/2007



Rosengarten, Clark

From:
.

- .. Jject:

Attachments:

Adam Walsh
tegistry Regulation..

Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Monday, August 06, 2007 10:51 AM
Rosengarten, Clark

FW: Adam Walsh Registry Regulations

Adam Walsh Registry Regulations

----- Original Message-----

From: Wayne Harper [mailto:wharper@utah.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 5:51 PM

To: Melanie_Bowen@hatch.senate.gov; GetSMART
Subject: Fwd: Adam Walsh Registry Regulations

I have some concerns with the implementation of the Adam Walsh Act.

Principally, I worry that indavertantly, we may be placing young people on the sex
T think the rules must be crafted so that when say a 14 and a 15 year

o0ld or two high school sophmores have a relationship, that that consenual act or
relationship does not place one or both on the registry.

offender registry.

Other that that, I have attached a letter from the Department of Human Services in the
State of Utah that outlines our concerns. Please review and address the concerns and

Tues appropriately.

1..ank you,

Representative Wayne Harper

West Jordan, Utah



LISA-MICHELE CHURCH

K ’,3{;’ Executive Director
raanret?® ¢
1335, MARK E. WARD

State of Utah

N M. HUNTSMAN, JR.

Governor

OARY R. HERBERT
Lieutenant Governor

Deputy Director

MARIE CHRISTMAN
Deputy Dirvector

July 30, 2007

‘Representative Wayne Harper
6683 S Nottingham Drive
West Jordan, UT 84084

. Dear Representative Harper,

In regards to the proposed Federal guidelines for implementation of the sex offender registry, 1
had staff from DCFS, JJS and DSPD review for potential impact. While the majority of impact
affects the mission and operation of the Division of Juvenile Justice Servxce this guideline
impacts services across my Department in various ways.

As it pertains to the Division of Child and Fainily Services (DCFS) the guidelines do not address
the background screening requirements for prospective foster or adoptive parents. However,
there are some areas of the guidelines which will impact DCFS practices, and will impact

children who are in the custody of the Division.

Some specific areas of note related to child welfare include:

1.

The guidelines indicate that sex offender registration information will be provided to

-social service entities responsible for protecting minors in the child welfare system. The

guidelines do not provide any specifics about how the information will be provided or
how it has to be used which creates some ambiguity.

As you probably know the law requires juveniles age 14+ with tier 3 offenses (aggravated
sexual assault) to update the sex offender registry on a quarterly basis. However, with

the guidelines as proposed, updating the registry may have to occur even more .
frequently, such as if an individual moves or any time the youth is temporarily relocated

for at least 7 days, changes schools or changes employers. This update of the registry is

mandated within 3-business days. For our business operations, this 3-business day
registration creates concerns about how we will manage and track our compliance with

the requirement.

Office of the Exccutive Director, 120 North 200 West, Room 319, Salt Lake City, Utah 84103
telophone (801) 538-4001 * facsimile (801) 538-4016 * www.hs.utah.gov



3. The guidelines also require notification of multiple jurisdictions, such as if a youth lives
in one jurisdiction but goes to work or school in another, or if we place in a jurisdiction
other than where the offense occurred. Technically the offender only has to register at
one location, but the other jurisdictions have to be notified. Perhaps that would be an
internal law enforcement process or perhaps we would have to keep track of all of the
jurisdictions a youth is registered in. Obviously, this is an implementation issue not so
much a comment on the guidelines. But there certainly will be challenges.

4. The guidelines also give very specific information about what has to be included in the .
registry, some of which seem very challenging and maybe impractical to obtain
especially on a regular basis. For example, if a person is homeless, the individual would
have to register where he/she usually frequents, or in the case of a truck driver, the routes
that person would follow would be difficult to make registration possible. For our '
children, the simple act of placement may complicate the place where they register, and if
they can be placed in any close proximity to other children.

5. Registered sex offenders are restricted in their movement and location of where they can
live. With the inclusion of youth on the registry, DCFS will face additional challenges in

placement. -

The biggest impact regarding the registry guidelines is on the Division of Juvenile Justice
Services and the youth they serve. Adult and juvenile sex offenders differ in a number of ways.
Most juvenile sex offenders are not sexual predators and do not exhibit the same deviant arousal
patterns as adult offenders. That increases the likelihood for a positive response to treatment
interventions for juveniles. Research indicates juvenile offenders are more responsive to
treatment and recidivism rates are low when compared to the rates for adult sex offenders.

As with DCFS, JJS will face challenges in placement and living arrangements but on a much
larger scale. Placement and treatment currently is based on an individualized basis which
includes assessing the need and risk to the public. Again, as a registered sexual offender, the
options for placement of the youth will be limited. The guidelines target many of the youth who
are all ready safely residing within the community and will unnecessarily have their lives
disrupted in order to comply with the requirements. The retroactive requirement to register
juvenile offenders, many who all ready have successfully completed treatment and re-entered
their communities as productive citizens, will stigmatize and impact their ability to continue as
productive citizens. The requirement that a juvenile tier 3 offender registers and remains on the
registry for 25 years as long as there are no other applicable offenses, greatly affect a
rehabilitated juvenile into adulthood in terms of their ability to work and live.

Lastly, a response we are beginning to see and predict it will increase with the passage of the
guidelines, is an increase in pursuing of competency evaluations for juveniles. If determined
incompetent by the court, a youth is not adjudicated for their offenses. This eliminates the option
of JJS providing treatment and restorative justice and increases the burden on DCFS and DSPD

in finding appropriate treatment and living arrangements.



" Thank you for the opportunity to share the Department’s comments regarding the Adam Walsh
registry guidelines.

Sincerely,
Lisa-Michele Church
Executive Director



Rosengarten, Clark

From: " Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 10:52 AM

- To: Rosengarten, Clark
Subject: FW: Comment on SONRA Guidelines

Attachments: Adam Walsh Ltr - UBJJ.pdf; UCCJJ Letter on AWA.pdf

From: Reg Garff [mailto:Rgarff@utah.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 5:34 PM
To: GetSMART

Cc: Bob Yeates

Subject: Comment on SONRA Guidelines

Attached please find comment from two organizations in Utah regarding the SONRA Guidelines.

L NP Y YaVad



) State of Utah

COMMISSION ON CRIMINAL AND JUVENILE JUSTICE

Jon Huntsman Jr Utah State Capitol Complex
Govemor East Office Bldg. Suite E330
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
Robert S. Yeates Tel: (801)538-1031
Executive Director Fax (801)53& 1024 FAX
: ah.goy

March 28, 2007

David J. Karp

Senior Counsel

Office of Legal Policy

Room 4509

Main Justice Building

950 Pennsylvania Avenue
N.W. Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Karp,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the interim rule providing for

retroactive effect of the Adam Walsh Act on sex offenders. My concerns about
retroactivity are focused specifically on juvenile offenders as the Act is clearly
sound policy for adult offenders.

Let me share my perspective upfront about juveniles being included under
the Act. | recently retired from the bench after serving eleven years as a Third
District Juvenile Court Judge for the State of Utah and pnor to taking the bench
served as a prosecutor for nine years. In my judgment it is poor public policy to
impose the requirements of the Act on juvenile offenders because of the
treatment implications involved. Most juveniles are responsive to treatment and
their recidivism rates are low.

The Act generally ignores differences between aduit and juvenile
offenders. Nationally, we have historically treated adult and juvenile offenders
differently for good reasons. Juvenile offenders generally have diminished '
culpability relative to adults due to their inherent lack of maturity.
Notwithstanding these concerns, the !eglslatlon has been enacted. It appears
that the best we can do at this juncture is to mitigate the harshness of the
provisions of the Act relative to juveniles.

In Utah, we go to great lengths to rehabilitate juvenile sex offenders. We
believe that most juveniles can be successfully treated to the extent that they no
longer pose a risk of harm to others.

In my judgment, it would be highly detrimental to youthful offenders who
have successfully completed sex offender treatment to have to comply with the
onerous requirements of the Act. The majority of youthful sexual offenders are
malleable and responsive to treatment and upon completion of sex specific



therapy are ready fo move on with their lives. The registration requirements
would unduly inhibit their ability to successfully proceed with their lives and be a
continuing stigma to them for all or a significant part of their lives.

1, therefore, respectfully urge that juvenile offenders be exempted from
retroactive applicability. To do otherwise would constitute a great injustice both
to the individual juvenile offender as well as the juvenile justice system in Utah
which is designed to rehabilitate minors who violate the law.

Thank you for your consideration of my viewpoint on this important issue.

Very truly yours,

Y
4/ T

Robert S. Yeates
Executive Director



State of Utah
Utah Board of Juvenile J ustice

JUNDMHIENTSMAR, 4. REG GARFF
Goevienar Jovenids Justice Spevralist

GARY HERBRRT ‘ April ) 5, 2007

Livuteaunt Goernar

David J. Karp

Senior Counsel

Office of Legal Policy

Room 4509

Main Justice Building

950 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Re: OAG Docket No. 117
Comments in Opposition to Interim Rule RIN 1.105--AB22

- Dear Mr. Karp:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on behalf of the Utah Board of Juvenile
Justice (UBJJ) regarding the interim rule requiring retroactive effect of the Adam Walsh Act on
sex offenders. As a Board, we believe making the Act retroactive for juveniles would be
detrimental to public safety, the juvenile justice system and the juvenile offenders themselves.

The Act makes very little distinction between juveniles and adults. As such, it is the

opinion of the UBJJ that it is poor public policy to impose the requirements of the Act,
retroactive or otherwise, on juvenile offenders because of the treatment implications involved.

On a national level, we have historically treated adult and juvenile offenders differently
for good reasons. Juvenile offenders generally have diminished culpability relative to adults due
to their inherent lack of maturity. They also respond well to treatment. For these reasons, our
Nation’s juvenile justice system has worked vigorously to protect the confidentiality necessary

for effective treatment of youthful offenders.

Utah’s juvenile Justxce system goes to great lengths to rehabilitate juvenile sex offenders.
Most juveniles are responsive to treatment and their recidivism rates are low. According to the
National Center of Sexual Behavior of Youth, a training and technical assistance center
developed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the Center on Child
Abuse and Neglect, University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center, the recidivism rate among
juvenile sex offenders is substantially lower than that of adults (5-14%), and substantially lower
than rates for other delinquent behavior (5-14% vs. 5-58%). The Center also found that juvenile
sex offenders are more responsive to treatment than adults and less likely than adults to re-offend
when provided appropriate treatment. We believe most juveniles can be successfully treated to

the extent they no longer pose a risk of harm to others.

It would be highly detrimental to youthful offenders who have successfully completed
sex offender treatment to have to comply with the onerous requirements of the Act. Leading life
as a productive citizen would be next to impossible while listed on the registry. Education, jobs
and housing would become problematic at best for youth listed in the registry. Most youthful

pe
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sexual offenders are malleable and responsive to treatment and upon completion of sex specific
therapy are ready to move on with their lives without the stigma and perpetual collateral =~

consequences that typically accompany criminal convictions.

Requiring youthful sex offenders to participate in a national registry runs contrary to the
Act’s public safety objective of “protect[ing] the public from sex offenders and offenders against
children.” Personal information, photos, addresses, schools of youthful sex offenders are
required to be posted in a national registry, thus making this information available not only to the
public at large, but also those looking to target these young people as victims of further criminal
activity. _ _

Finally, it would be extremely difficult for states to apply the mandates of the Act

retroactively. Identifying, locating, documenting and requiring in-person updates four times each
year would be an enormous administrative burden, not only_on the state, but also the families of

youthful offenders. These youth frequently move and many have little parental support, thus
aggravating an already difficult process.
For the above mentioned reasons and on behalf of the Utah Board of Juvenile Justice, I

respectfully ask that juvenile offenders be exempted from retroactive applicability. To do
otherwise would constitute a great injustice both to the juvenile offender as well as the juvenile
Jjustice system in Utah, which is designed to rehabilitate minors who violate the law.

Thank you for your consideration,

UBJJ MEMBERS

Sincerely,

v
CHally oy akat S

Holly Martak

Chair, Utah Board of Juvenile Justice

GARY ANDERSON BRITTANY ENNISS HOLLY MARTAK

Utah County Commissioner Student Chair

GABY ANDERSON MARIA 1. GARCIAZ Zions Bank

Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Chair Elect HUY D. NGUYEN

Services S.L. Neighborhood Housing Juvenile Justice Services

PAT BERCKMAN Services CAROL PAGE

SL County Division of Youth TONIA HASHIMOTO Retired Davis County

Services : Student Commissioner

JUDGE LESLIE D. BROWN JESSICA HERNANDEZ FRED W, PEAKE

Retired Fourth District Juvenile Student School Counselor

Court GINI HIGHFIELD LONNIE THOMAS _

ADAM COHEN Second District Juvenile Court Division of Juvenile Justice

Qdyssey House CHIEF MAXWELL JACKSON Services

MICHAEL D. DI REDA Harrisville City Police Dept. NATALIE THORNLEY
The Children’s Center

DMC Chair
Deputy Davis County Atiomey

cc: Robert S, Yeates

Executive Director CCJJ

PAUL H. TSOSIE
Attorney at Law



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA Room 401, Finance Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0018

JUVENILE COURT JUDGES’ COMMISSION rizereonn

www.jcjc.state.pa.us

Laura L. Rogers . o July 25, 2007
-~ .1 Director : . - = ,
Mooy SMART Office

, Office of Justice Programs

E-CHAIRMAN US Department of Justice

xevint.nougerty | 810 7 Street NW

delphia County Washington, DC 20531

AIRMAN

RETARY | RE: OAG Docket No. 121
o ety 4 : Proposed National Guidelines for
: Sex Offender Registration and
VBERS ‘ : Notification
Reiﬂ.Bo tan
+Couny” - Dear Ms. Rogers,
anGounty Thank you very much for your presentation on July 19, 2007 to the

Juvenile Court Section of the Pennsylvania Conference of State Trial Judges.
Lori&- umas Brooks | Although | was unable to attend, | have heard that your presentation was

delphia County
excellent.
" abeth K, Kelly

: | am writing in my capacity as Chairman of the Pennsylvania Juvenile
M. William White Court Judges' Commission to provide comments regarding the above captioned

wceey | proposed Guidelines. The members of our Commission, each of whom regularly

swame 0. wooarat | Pr@Sides in juvenile delinquency proceedings, have serious concerns regarding

neny County the impact that these proposed Guidelines are already having in our
Commonwealth. ’ :

As | stressed in my previous comments regarding the interim SORNA rule,
the difficulties associated with applying the requirements of SORNA to pre-
SORNA convictions generally, are significantly greater in the case of delinquency
adjudications. These cases cverwhelmingly involve admissicns to the offense by
the offender, and result in court-ordered treatment at the time of disposition.
Moreover, the victims in these cases are frequently members of the offenders’
immediate or extended families. Often, the juvenile offenders in these cases are
referred to the courts or law enforcement by family members who are seeking
help for them as well as their victims. As the provisions of SORNA become
better known, there will be a chilling effect on referrals of these cases by family

members and relatives.

SORNA is already having a dramatic effect throughout our juvenile justice
system as, in an increasing number of jurisdictions, virtually no juvenile sex
offense cases involving offenders age 14 and older result in admissions to the
charges, especially when the victim is under age 12. An ever increasing number
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of contested proceedihgs in cases of this type will inevitably result in fewer
juvenile sex offenders receiving the treatment and supervision they require.

A recent study by the National Center for Juvenile Justice calls into
question the necessity of including provisions within SORNA that trigger
registration for former juvenile sex offenders who are subsequently convicted for
non-sex offenses. The National Center analyzed recidivism patterns of all
- juveniles who were referred to Pennsylvania juvenile courts at age 14 and older
and adjudicated delinquent for a projected SORNA-triggering offense between
January 1, 1997 and December 31, 2002. Through December 31, 2004, 73% of
these 2836 adjudicated delinquents had no further contact of any kind with
Pennsylvania’s juvenile courts.’ Furthermore, of these 2,836 adjudicated
delinquents, only 151 (5%) had again been referred to a Pennsylvania juvenile
court for a sex offense of any kind through December 31, 2004. " :

Following a detailed analysis of the impact of the retroactivity provisions of
the proposed Guidelines, it is the ‘unanimous recommendation of our
Commission that the Department of Justice revise these Guidelines to provide
that the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA) shall apply to
individuals who are subject to its provisions solely on the basis of an adjudication
_ of delinquency in a state, the District of Columbia or a principal territory, only
when the SORNA-triggering offense occurs on or after the effective date of
SORNA-implementing legislation in the respective jurisdiction. There must be an
exception, of course, for individuals who were already subject to registration and
notification legislation in any such jurisdiction at the time of the effective date of

SORNA.

Thank you very much for your consideration in this matter. Please do not
hesitate to contact me or our Executive Director, Jim Anderson, if you require

additional information.

Sincerely,

rthur/E./G/rim
Chairman

cc: Commission members .
James Anderson
Donna Cooper
Greg Rowe



MICHIGAN COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY

1115 S. Pennsylvania Ave. - Suite 201, Lansing, Michigan 48912
Telephone: (517) 482-4161 Fax: (517) 482-0020 Email: mail@miccd.org

July 23, 2007

Laura L. Rogers, Director

SMART Office—Office of Justice Programs
U.S. Department of Justice -

810 7" Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20531

Re: OAG Docket No. 121--Comments on Proposed to Interprét and Implement the
Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA)

Dear Ms. Rogers:

As the U.S. Department of Justice considers how best to interpret and implement the Sex Offender
Registration and Notification Act of 2006 (SORNA), the Michigan Council on Crime and
Delinquency (MCCD) takes this opportunity to express our general opposition to the application of
SORNA to youth adjudicated within the juvenile court system, and our particular concerns with the
current Proposed Guidelines. Appling SORNA to youth is contrary to the research, including
research sponsored by the U.S. Department of Justice.

According to the National Center of Sexual Behavior of Youth (NCSBY), a training and technical
assistance center developed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect at the University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center, juvenile
sex offenders engage in fewer abusive behaviors over shorter periods of time and have less
aggressive sexual behavior. In addition, the recidivism rate among juvenile sex offenders is
substantially lower than that of adults (5-14% vs. 40%), and substantially lower than rates for other
delinquent behavior (5-14% vs. 8-58%). In fact, more than 9 out of 10 times the arrest of a youth for

a sex offense is a one-time event.

The Center also found that youth are more responsive to treatment than adults and that they are less
likely than adults to re-offend given appropriate treatment. In other words, youth whose conduct
involves sexually inappropriate behavior—even when assaultive—do not pose the same threat in

terms of duration or severity to public safety as do adults.

All of the above leads us to question why youth are being considered for inclusion in public sex
offender registries. ‘

SORNA as applied to youth is contrary to the core purposes, functions and objectives of our nation’s
juvenile justice systems in that it strips away the confidentiality and the overall rehabilitative
emphasis which form the basis of effective intervention and treatment for youthful offenders.

. www.miccd.org : , o
Serving Citizens of Michigan Since 1956 A United Way Agency



Laura L. Rogers, Director
July 23, 2007
Page 2

It must be noted that youth adjudicated in juvenile court not been convicted of a criminal offense, by
- deliberate action of the states’ legislatures and prosecuting authorities. Rather, they have been

~ adjudicated delinquent and, by virtue of that adjudication, have been found to be amenable to
treatment and deserving of the opportunity to correct their behavior apart from the stigma and
perpetual collateral consequences that typically accompany criminal convictions. Subjecting
juveniles to the mandates of SORNA interferes with and threatens child-focused treatment modalities
and may significantly decrease the effectiveness of the treatment and will have a chilling effect on
the identification and proper treatment of youth who exhibit inappropriate sexual behavior. The
stigma that arises from community notification serves to exacerbate the poor social skills many
juvenile offenders possess, destroying the social networks necessary for rehabilitation.

If the Attorney General insists on applying the SORNA guidelines to youth adjudicated within the
juvenile court system, the Department should allow judges to exercise some discretion when
determining whether and how a youth must register as a sex offender. In Michigan, the law is very
liberal in allowing youth to be transferred to the adult system. Thus, if a youth is being adjudicated
within our juvenile court system, the state legislature, the prosecutor and/or the judge have made a
determination (1) that the youth’s offense does not warrant criminal prosecution, (2) that the youth is
entitled to the protections of the juvenile system and, above all, (3) that the youth and the public are
best served within the juvenile system. The fact that the court has retained jurisdiction argues against
indiscriminate registration requirements and instead supports a policy of judicial discretion on a case-
by-case basis subject to certain criteria. It is inappropriate for the Federal government to second

guess state authority in these matters.

MCCD supports efforts that hold offenders accountable, protect vulnerable populations and improve
the overall public safety for our communities; however, SORNA does not effectively do any of these
things. For the previously mentioned reasons we believe that the Act and the Proposed Guidelines
negatively and unnecessarily impact the short- and long-term rehabilitation of youth adjudicated
within the juvenile court system. We therefore urge the Attorney General to wholly reject the
application of SORNA to youth or, alternatively, to limit their application in the ways articulated

above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Guidelines to interpret and implement
the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act, and we trust that our comments will be given

serious and thoughtful consideration.

Respectfully,

EXecutive Director
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 10:50 AM
To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Comments on AWA Guidelines

Attachments: AWA_Comments_From_OACCA.doc

From: Bryan Brown [mailto:bbrown@oacca.org]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 6:19 PM

To: GetSMART

Cc: Mark Mecum

Subject: Comments on AWA Gundehnes

Please accept our comments on the AWA guidelines. We look forward to a thoughtful response to the comments
you have received. :

Sincerely,

ryan S. Brown
Assistant Executive Director
OACCA
614-461-0014
bbrown@oacca.org
www.oacca.org




- #0OACCA

Ohio Assaciation of Child Caring Agencies, Inc.

August 6, 2007

U.S. Department of Justice _ ' '
Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Registration, and Tracking (SMART)

Director Laura L. Rogers, Esq.

Dear Ms. Rogers,

As the state association for children, youth, and family serving agencies in Ohio, the Ohio Association of Child
Caring Agencies (OACCA) strongly supports the intent of the federal Adam Walsh Act. We are proud that
Members of the U.S. Congress and Department of Justice spent considerable time and effort to craft a better and
more effective registration and national database system for sexually oriented offenders in our country. In this

letter, we identify several areas of concern.

There is nothing more important or challenging than protecting our nation’s youth. The Adam Walsh Act's intention
is to do just that. However, there is a lot of confusion in states as to how to implement the federal law. In Ohio, -
when legislators first drafted its Adam Walsh implementation bill, stakeholders from across the state were deeply
disturbed by some of the provisions and their offense based consequences for ALL juvenile sexually oriented
offenders. The federal guidelines from the U.S. Department of Justice SMART office must be clear and straight-

forward about where states have flexibility and where they do not.

We strongly encourage your office to be flexible on the definition of “"substantial compliance”. It is our view that
strict compliance will actually harm youth and families by discouraging reporting of crimes committed by juveniles
1d thus leaving many offenders and victims without opportunities for treatment, justice, and recovery. As
~foposed, the federal guidelines will prevent youth from receiving effective treatment. When Ohio’s AWA
implementing legisiation was introduced, the early draft imposed extremely harsh restrictions on first-time juvenile
offenders. Many parents described the restrictions as harsh enough to convince them never to report a sexually

oriented offense in their family. -

fferent population than adult sexual offenders. We

We hope you agree that juvenile sex offenders are a di
rovide treatment to them and their victims, and

need different tools to identify juvenile sex offenders, p
keep them and our communities safe.

The draft federal guidelines state that “if the offender i$ 14 years of age or older at the time of the offense and the
offense adjudicated was comparable to or more severe than aggravated sexual abuse ... or was an attempt or
conspiracy to commit such an offense” the child should be listed as a tier 3 offender. When implemented by states,
“aggravated sexual abuse” is not always directly compatible with definitions in the state legal code. In Ohio,
legislators used “gross sexual imposition” to equate with “aggravated sexual abuse”. This becomes problematic in
that "gross sexual imposition” is a broader offense that includes the slapping of someone’s buttocks on top of their
clothing. The federal guidelines should clearly define how states should incorporate "aggravated sexual abuse” into

their state codes.

States like Ohio are struggling to comport their juvenile justice statutes within the tier structure of the AWA. For
example, in Ohio, if a youth has been adjudicated for gross sexual imposition for improperly touching a sibling, that
youth could end up on tier two or three depending on the nature of the contact RATHER than the risk of re-
offending. As a result, communities become no safer than they were before. The adjudicated youth in that scenario
needs treatment, which is proven to be up to 96% effective. The victim in that case also should receive treatment.
When a criminal penalty (i.e. “public safety” requirement) is required that includes registration on public websites for
iuveniles adjudicated for gross sexual imposition, what parent would actually take the steps to prosecute their

iid? Why put parents in the position of choosing whether to report their child's offending behavior so he and the
.ictim are able to receive professional treatment, knowing it will likely involve lifetime pubic registration and
notification requirements, versus not reporting at all, leaving the offender and victim without the treatment they need

to be healthy individuals. :

Youth should not appear on the public SORN website unless they have been tried as adults in adult court and
convicted of offenses that make them a real threat to communities. A major reason why youth should not have



their personal information on public websites is because it will weaken their recovery during treatment and will
subject them to harassment and abuse. From the perspective of communities, 'sex offenders’ listed on the public
SORN website are threats, regardless if they are youth or adults. Moreover, there is reason to believe that a public
registry of juvenile sexually oriented offenders would be utilized by pedophiles as potential victims. Creating a
wbilic list of names, photos, home addresses, schools attended, automobile information, and other identifying
formation violates the privacy of youth and families and serves no useful purpose. It will hamper the juvenile's
ability to pursue work and educational opportunities, and it will block the juvenile’s ability to be placed in residential

treatment facilities. v ;

Finally, we believe that state law, even under the AWA, should allow for judicial discretion in adjudicating juvenile
sex offenders and to determine whether they actually pose a threat to the community. Judges serve an integral
role in determining on a case-by-case basis what threat juvenile offenders may pose. If judges are unable to
consider the level of threat, too many juveniles will be listed on the public websites that pose a threat to no one,
which dilutes the effectiveness of registration and community notification. Judges shouid be permitted to fulfill their
role in these cases and be allowed to retain their discretion. -

We hope that the U.S. Department of Justice SMART office carefully considers the comments in this letter to craft
clear federal guidelines that provide states the flexibility needed to implement this historic law. Without clear
federal guidelines in place, the Ohio legislature had an extraordinarily difficult time implementing the Adam Walsh
Act. Several parents of youth that are receiving treatment for offending someone within their family testified, in
tears, to give their child a chance in life by not placing them on the public SORN website. Please avoid imposing
‘one-strike, you're out’ policies on juvenile sex offenders and their families, otherwise these families will be further
victimized, state-by-state, as their state implements the Adam Walsh Act. ‘

If you have any questions or need further explanation of information in this letter, do not hesitate to contact our
association directly at mmecum@oacca.org and (614) 461-0014. Thank you for your time and have a great day.

Sincerely,

‘fark Mecum
iolicy Analyst
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Rogers, Laura

From: Kaplan, April

Sent:  Tuesday, July 17,2007 11:10 AM
To: Rogers, Laura

Subject: FW: Guidelines

From: Bob Brackett [mailto:bbrack@dci.wyo.gov]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2007 4:04 PM

To: Kaplan, April

Subject: Guidelines

Hi April,
I'm with the WY SOR Program... Concerning the new guidelines...

Our state legislators have expressed extreme concern regarding required registration from juveniles. It's one
thing if the sex offender was tried as an adult, but quite another if they were adjudicated as a juvenile. The WY
Legislature accordingly threw out everything involving juveniles at the fast minute during the 2007 legislative
session. | am certain other states are dealing with similar issues.

Also ouir state does not permit posting a driver's license to the publicly accessible web page. We are not even
currently permitted to keep a copy of the registrant's DL photograph within the SOR database and would currently
. never consider posting it to the web. Significant changes must occur within our state before these “privacy

* ' issues” can be changed.

We also have huge issues involving Indian tribal governments and some of our registered sex offenders. An
individual my be non-compliant and a warrant issued... but the local sheriff's Office better not go on Indian land to
arrest the registrant. We have evidently had several instances where officers attempted to execute an arrest
warrant only to be threatened by the Tribal Judge of being taken into custody and incarcerated. Does each
state’s SOR have the responsibility to identify whether an Indian Tribal Government desires to delegate their SOR

requirements or is this done through the federal government.

We also need a National definition of “recidivist” and/or “Child Sexual Predator”.

Whats the status on the software???
What is the suggested situation regarding use and implementation of ankle bracelets etc???

How about a tolling spreadsheet to determine the number of days/years that a registrant is required to register
based upon additional periods of incarceration...

How about a national standard that every state will accept the conviction of another state, as well as, the duty to
register. Many states must “convert” the conviction information to an equivalent state statute. If the state does

not have an equivalent statute the sex offender cannot be registered. In Wyoming, those convicted of Indecent
exposure in another state cannot be registered. The same is true for sexual battery.

How about a list of each state's statutes in a comparison matrix.

What constitutes “to substantially implement” this title??? Is it truly limited to 10% (Byrne Justice Assistance
,Grant funding) or does non-compliance have the possibility of incurring reduced highway or special program

funding? _

7/21/2007
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What misdemeanor convictions are recommended to be included and why?
Will registrant e-mail address be required in the future?

Is retro-active application truly non-punitive?

Can the federal government require all states to provide conviction documentation (J&S, Information etc) to the
registrant's state of residence WITHOUT the application of any fees?

Can sex offenders be required to register upon ENTRY into incarceration/confinement, as well as, upon release.
Can their incarceration be posted upon the publicly available web page and be used to satisfy any requirements

of victim notification?
Can a state impose “lifetime” registration of all convicted sex offenders?

Should a national standard be identified which addresses how far back in time convictions are registerable?
Is there a desired format for the “Compliance Submission” which is due by April 27, 20097
Some of our questions/concerns...

Thanks
Bob

Bob Brackett
Wyoming Sex Offender Registration Program Manager

Division of Criminal Investigation
(307) 777-7809
(307) 777-7301



1. Our state legislators have expressed extreme concern regarding required registration
from juveniles. It’s one thing if the sex offender was tried as an adult, but quite another 1f
they were adjudicated as a juvenile. The WY Legislature accordingly threw out
everything involving juveniles at the last minute during the 2007 legislative session. 1am
certain other states are dealing with similar issues.

2. Our state does not permit posting a driver’s license to the publicly accessible web
page. We are not even currently permitted to keep a copy of the registrant’s DL
photograph within the SOR database and would currently never consider posting it to the
web. Significant changes must occur within our state before these * ‘privacy issues” can

be changed.

3. Our state has a issue involving Indian tribal governments and some of our registered

sex offenders. An individual may be non-compliant and a warrant issued... but the local

sheriff’s Office better not go on Indian land to arrest the registrant. We have evidently

~ had several instances where officers attempted to execute an arrest warrant only to be
threatened by the Tribal Judge of being taken into custody and incarcerated. Does each

state’s SOR have the responsibility to identify whether an Indian Tribal Government

desires to delegate their SOR requirements or is this done through the federal

government?

4. Is their a National definition of “recidivist” and/or “Child Sexual Predator”.

5. What’s the status on the software?

6. What is the suggested situation regarding use and implementation of ankle bracelets
etc?

7. Have you thought about tolling spreadsheet to determine the number of days/years
that a registrant is required to register based upon additional periods of incarceration. ..

8. Have you thought about a national standard that every state will accept the conviction
of another state, as well as, the duty to register. Many states must “convert” the '
conviction information to an equivalent state statute. If the state does not have an
equivalent statute the sex offender cannot be registered. In Wyoming, those convicted of
-Indecent exposure in another state cannot be registered. The same is true for sexual

battery.

9. Have you thought about a list of each state’s statutes in a comparison matrix.

10. What constitutes “to substantially implement” this title? Is it truly limited to 10%
(Byrne Justice Assistance Grant funding) or does non-compliance have the possibility of
incurring reduced highway or special program funding?

11. What misdemeanor convictions are recommended to be included and why?



12. Will registrant e-mail address be required in the future?

13. Is retro-active application truly non-punitive?

14 Can the federal government require all states to provide conviction documentation
(J&S, Information etc) to the registrant’s state of residence WITHOUT the application of

any fees? -

15 Can sex offenders be required to reglster upon ENTRY into
incarceration/confinement, as well as, upon release. Can their incarceration be posted

upon the publicly available web page and be used to satisfy any requirements of victim
notification?

16 Can a state impose “lifetime” registration of all convicted sex offenders?.

17. Should a national standard be identified which addresses how far back in time
convictions are register able?

18. Is there a desired format for the “Compliance Submission” which is due by April 27,
20097

19. Suggestion: The first line in which talks about TIER classification being based on
"substance" and not form or terminology, be reworded so it is more clear that we are
basing the tiers on conduct of the offense and not what the count of conviction may

ultimately have been.

20. Does a sex offender that works "long haul" have to register in all the states that he
will be traveling to or just notify his state jurisdiction of the general routes that he

travels?

21. If a sex offender is going to travel to another state for up to 6 days than he does not
need to inform anyone? Only seven days or more?

22. In reviewing the guidelines in the context of federal supervised release caseload
there is a question that keeps coming up regarding the retroactive nature of the act.
Cases that are from the late 70's and early 80's which is before some state registration
system and. there is no system to take there registration because the state does not go
back that far. Is it the intention of SORNA to have the states alter there existing system

to take all of these very old cases?



5-7851

From: Dispenza, Mario [mailto:Mario.Dispenza@mail.house.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:04 AM

To: Cassidy, Keith E -

Subject: FW: Michigan ~ Holmes Youthful Training Act

From:

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 6:28 PM

To: Dispenza, Mario

Subject: Michigan - Holmes Youthful Training Act

Mario, ,
Sorry for the delay. | kept getting bumped off my internet acess. Here's the Holmes Youthful Taining Act. This
is the version of HYTA that all of the SO registrants in Michigan would have been assigned to by the court.

Also, please don't forget to look at the issue other issues | had documented.

#3 Had to do with the employer info on the internet. The SORNA ,as written, explicitly excludes the employer
name. The guidelines include the employer address as being on the intemet. It seems to me the intent would
have also been to exclude the employer address as well, and that it was implied that this would be :

excluded when the employer's name was excluded. . What's the point of excluding the employer name if his

address is going to be included on the internet?
Also, regarding registration of employment - the guidelines say that this also includes volunteer work.

Volunteer work should not be included - or it should at least require a minimum threshold of hours for an
organization before this is required, or some sort of regularity of volunteer work. For example, more than 80

hours in a year, or more than 4 times a month, etc.

Thanks so much for looking into these items. I've attached my doc again too.

Sharon Denniston

Get a sneak peek of the all-new AQL.com.

8/21/2007



Discrepancies Between AWA Guidelines and the AWA Intent or AWA Code

1. SORNA Definition of Sex Offender Needs Clearer Differentiation

Issue: . : ' ' ' o :
The language in the AWA guidelines does not clearly differentiate that the SORNA standards do

not apply to those that do not meet the federal definition of "sex offender”.

Implication: .

The guidelines as written may be greatly misleading to states when they attempt to comply. I'm
concerned that if a state places a person on their registry that does not meet the federal definition
of "sex offender”, that the state will assume that they need to apply the SORNA standards to
those individuals, when in fact, they do not; those individuals are treated as the state decides. if
the states are mislead, or misunderstand, they will then enact laws and new requirements that
could be horrific to those that were the youngest, thinking that they needed to do so to these
individuals in order for their state to comply with the federal guidelines. Keep in mind that this is
of big concern in Michigan because Michigan places juveniles < 14 at the time of the offense on
the registry (some are made public at age 18 and some are not). Michigan is one of the few
states that places all juveniles on the registry, for any sexually related offense - even public

urination.

Intent:
| discussed this explicitly with several Judiciary Staff in the House and Senate, including Mike

Volkov from Rep. Sensenbrenner’s office last July, around the time the bill was passed. | was
told that if the State places an individual that does not meet the federal definition of "sex offender"
on the registry then they would be placed on the National Registry, but would be handled in
accordance with what that state requires of those individuals (public disclosure on website or not,
community notification, frequency of registration, duration of registration, data required to be
provided, etc.). They are not subject to the requirements of the SORNA. It was explained that
the requirements of the act repeatedly refer to "sex offender”, and that means only those that
meet the definition in the act itself. The state has the power to decide what the requirements are
for those individuals that do not meet the definition of “sex offender” per the AWA,

Resolution: »
The guidelines need to clearly spell out in Section IV, Part A, Paragraph 4, that "in juvenile

delinquency adjudication cases that do not meet the circumstances specified in SORNA 111(8),
jurisdictions would not have to require registration to comply with the SORNA standards." This
would clarify the application of SORNA for 1) those juveniles < 14 years of age at the time of the
offense, and 2) those juveniles at least 14 that did not commit aggravated sexual abuse. This
would be similar to the language found in Section IV, Part C in the last sentence of the last
paragraph, which spells this out for the "consensual” exclusion. This should be worded in such a
way that it means, 1) states do not have to register individuals with juvenile delinquency
adjudications that do not meet the circumstances applied in SORNA 111(8), and 2) when a state
does require these individuals to register, compliance with the SORNA does not require states to
apply SORNA standards to these individuals. This second point of clarification should also be
spelied out in Section IV, Part C, the last paragraph.

The above needs to be reiterated clearly in Section VIl of the guidelines related to Disclosure.
Misapplication of Website and Community Notification requirements to these juveniles would be
especially horrific, if the states don't realize these individuals are not subject to the SORNA
standards for this and other requirements of the SORNA, even when a state places them on their
registry, and are then placed on the National SOR.



Additional Argument:

it would be inappropriate to apply the SORNA standards to those that do not meet the federal
definition of "sex offender" because the ensuing definitions in the AWA for things such as tiering,
and the ramifications/requirements stemming from tiering are relative to the definition of sex
offender defined in the AWA. If AWA definitions for tiering were applied to those that do not meet
the federal definition of sex offender, than the youngest of the young - the ones least vicious and
predatory, would be treated most harshly because their sexual contact likely took place with other
young children - their peers. This would be extremely inappropriate. You don't "throw the baby
out with the bathwater”. Many other requirements of the AWA stem from tier labels; things like
community notification, whether it's public on the Internet, duration of registration, frequency of
registry etc. Applying requirements defined in the AWA to those not defined in the federal
definition of "sex offender” is illogical - especially with regard to juveniles because it's like
comparing apples and oranges. It's like applying the standards of a truck to a bicycle, just
because we pretend to call a bicycle a "truck”. It would be very inappropriate, illogical, and the
standards applied would be out of context.

2. Conviction on Record

Issue:
The language in the AWA defines a “sex offender” as an “individual who was convicted of a sex

offense.” There are 2 caveats 1) the consensual exclusion, and 2) the 14 — 18 year old
aggravated sexual abuse inclusion. The AWA code does not include those without a conviction
or adjudication on their record (with the exception of the 14-18 juvenile aggravated sexual abuse
inclusion). The guidelines Section IV — Convictions Generally, paragraph 3, includes those
whose offenses were vacated or set-aside but were required to serve what amounts to a criminal

sentence for the offense.

Given that there was explicit discussion of this issue, because the language in the act does not
specifically say these individuals should be included, then therefore it appears the intent was that
those without a conviction or adjudication NOT be included in the definition of sex offender per.
the act. This would mean that each State ca make the decision on how these individuals should

be handled.

Further support for the exclusion of those without a conviction or adjudication is found when
comparing the language in the AWA and the Jacob Wetterling Act. The AWA makes use of the
word convicted/conviction, without any explicit reference to including those without a conviction or
-adjudication. This terminology was also used in the Jacob Wetterling Act. History tells us the
Jacob Wetterling Act did not apply to those without a conviction. That was it’s intent, and that

was how it was implemented.

In addition, each state handles these kinds of programs (programs that keep a conviction off a
person's record) differently, so it would be inappropriate for the federal law to make assumptions
on that, or apply a law broadly to that. It makes sense that it would be the individual states that
need to make that decision on whether these individuals should be placed on their SOR or not.
It's wrong to second-guess that program of the state, and it's application, and broadly include
them in the AWA. A judicious decision was made at some point, and respect should be given to
that. As for my state, we do have such a program to keep a conviction off an older juvenile or
~ young adult's record if they were charged as an adult. Itis not always afforded an individual. Our
state does still include those persons on the registry - but that's my point; the state should be the
one to decide that. And likewise, those individuals should not be subject to the SORNA
standards, but should be subject to the requirements of their own state. This gives the states the
authority to determine public, non-public, frequency of registration, duration, and whether these
individuals can petition for removal. This is only right since a judicious decision was made for
some valid reason to allow them to participate in such a program.



Implication: : ,
Individuals that were given programs that didn't result in a conviction have had to meet the criteria
for such programs. These program are almost always determined by a judge, or with the judges
approval. The individuals would be subject to the AWA standards and requirements.

Intent:
Please clarify the intent for me.

Resolution:
Revise guidelines Section IV — Convictions Generally, paragraph 3, to exclude these

individuals without a conviction or adjudication on their record.

3. Volunteer Work is Registerable

Issue: . : o
The language in the AWA code, Section 114, states that the name and address of any place

where the sex offender is an employee or will be an employee shall be provided to the registering
official. It does not state that volunteer information must be provided. In the guidelines, the
paragraph found in Section IV, Required Registration Information, Employment Information,
Employer Name and Address, states that the SORNA requires an individual to register the
name and address of where they volunteer. There is no specification as to how frequently a
person volunteers, or that it be a place they volunteer regularly. )

Implication: :

As written, the guidelines will strongly discourage those on the registry from volunteering because
of the requirement to go and registry each and every time they volunteer, and again when they
stop volunteering at that location. Most registrants have a very difficult time obtaining
employment because of their status. In an effort to do something meaningful with their life, they
volunteer. With the additional registration requirement for volunteering, many individuals will just
stop volunteering. Not only does this loss of volunteer work hurt the registrant, but it hurts society

because of the lack of volunteers.

Intent:
Please clarify the intent for me.

Resolution: :
Revise Section IV, Required Registration Information, Employment Information, Employer

Name and Address, to not require registration for volunteer work, or revise the requirement so
it's only required if work is done with regularity. :

4. Employer and School Address on Internet

Question/Concern: v

It seems odd to me that the SORNA requires a state to include the employment and school
address, when the state has been allowed the decision to exclude the employer and school
name. The employer and school name can be determined from the address. The inclusion of
name or address of a school or employer will make it exponentially more difficult for that
registrant to get an education and/or find a job. If they were fortunate enough to get a job,
employers may be reluctant to allow them to continue working because of backlash the employer

might feel for hiring someone on the registry.



Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 10:43 AM
To: : Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Docket No. OAG 121

- Attachments: JuvJusticeComments OAG Docket121.pdf

From: Nicole I Pittman [mailto:NPittman@philadefender.org]
Sent; Wednesday, August 01, 2007 4:27 PM

To: GetSMART

Subject: Docket No. OAG 121

Wednesday, August 1, 2007

ectronic Mail
irt@usdoj.gov

Ms. Laura Rogers, Director
.SMART Office

Office of Justice Programs

United States Department of Justice

810 7' Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20531

Re: Juvenile Justice Advocates’ Comments to the Proposed National Guidelines to Interpret and
Implement the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA); OAG Docket No. 121

Dear Ms. Rogers:

Attached you will find official comments to the Juvenile Justice Advocates’ Comments to the Proposed
National Guidelines to Interpret and Implement the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act
(SORNA); OAG Docket No. 121. As indicated by the signatures, these comments are submitted jointly
by the following nationally acclaimed juvenile justice advocacy organizations:

Defender Association of Philadelphia
- Juvenile Law Center .
National Center for Youth Law
National Juvenile Defender Center
Mississippi Youth justice Project
Southern Juvenile Defender Center
Southern Poverty Law Center

Youth Law Center

8/10/2007



We thank you in advance for your close consideration of our carefully crafted comments and vital
suggestions. We hope to get the opportunity to discuss these Comments with you. In the meantime, if
you have any concerns. Please contact Nicole Pittman via email npittman@philadefender.org or by
telephone at (267)765-6766.

Sincerely,
Nicole Pittman

Nicole Pittman

NICOLE PITTMAN, ESQ.

JUVENILE JUSTICE POLICY ANALYST ATTORNEY
DEFENDER ASSOCIATION OF PHILADELPHIA
1441 SANSOM STREET, RM 1038
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19102

DIRECT DIAL: (267) 765-6766

NICOLE PITTMAN, ESQ.’

JUVENILE JUSTICE POLICY ANALYST ATTORNEY
DEFENDER ASSOCIATION OF PHILADELPHIA
1441 SANSOM STREET, RM 1038
PHILADELPHIA, PA 12102

DIRECT DIAL: (267) 7656766

FaAX: (267)765-6293

8/10/2007



Wednesday, August 1, 2007

Via Electronic Mail
getsmart@usdoj.gov

Attn: Ms. Laura Rogers, Director
SMART Office
Office of Justice Programs
United States Department of Justice
810 7" Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20531

RE; Comments to the Proposed National Guidelines to Interpret and Implement the Sex
Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA); OAG Docket No. 121

The undersigned organizations have reviewed the proposed National Guidelines to Interpret and
Implement the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA) and submit the following
comments, representing the combined experience of juvenile justicc, child advocates, juvenile
defense practitioners and other professionals with extensive experience working on issues related to
juvenile sexual offending. Our Comments are divided into Section I - Statements and Comments
and Section II - recommendations (re-submitted from April 30, 2007.)

L COMMENTS
For purposes of our comments we will focus on the inclusion of juvenile delinquency adjudications
on the SORNA registry.

COVERED SEX OFFENSES AND SEX OFFENDERS & CLASSES OF SEX OFFENDERS

Statement: Pursuant to SORNA § 111(1), a “sex offender” is a person who was “convicted” of a
sex offense. “Convictions” for purposes of SORNA does not include juvenile delinquency
adjudications, except under the circumstances specified in section 111(8). SORNA section 111(8)
provides that delinquency adjudications count as “convictions” when “the offender is 14 years of
age or older at the time of the offense and the offense adjudicated was comparable to or more severe
than aggravated sexual abuse (as described in section 2241 of Title 18 United States Code), or was

an attermpt or conspiracy to commit such an offense.'”

The definition of the federal “aggravated sexual abuse” offense, as referenced in section 111(8) of
SORNA, includes offenses under a jurisdiction’s laws that are “comparable to™:

1 Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General. The National Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification; Federal Register: May 30, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 103). Docket No.
OAG 121; A.G. Order No. 2880-2007. RIN 1105-AB28. pp. 16-17.



e engaging in a sexual act with another by force or threat of serious violence (see 18 U.S.C.
- 2241(a));
e engaging in a sexual act with another by rendering unconscious or involuntarily drugging
the victim (see 18 U.S.C. 2241(b)); and ,
e engaging in a sexual act with another with a child under the age of twelve (see 18 U.S.C.
2241(c)).

The Guidelines advise that for purposes of SORNA, a “sexual act” should be understood to include
any of the following: (i) oral-genital or oral-anal-contact, (i) any degree of genital or anal
penetration, and (jii) direct genital touching of a child under the age of sixteen.

Comments: As experienced practitioners, we assert that SORNA’s so-called ‘juvenile exception’ is
in fact not an exception at all. Contrary to the interpretation of the Attorney General, the definition
of a “sexual act” will extend to children far beyond “a defined class of older juveniles who are
adjudicated delinquent for committing particularly serious sexually assaultive crimes or child
molestation offenses.” The broad definitions used to define registerable juvenile offenses under
SORNA will cast an overly wide net that will tragically engulf nearly all adolescent sexual
behaviors, including those pubescent-like, exploratory behaviors committed largely out of curiosity.
Under SORNA, our nation’s children will be forced to register for life and they will be unduly
stigmatized for displaying normative adolescent sexual behavior.

The SORNA Guidelines purport to carve out an exception for juvenile delinquency adjudications,
reserving registration for only the most “serious sexual assault offenses.”

SORNA does not require registration for juveniles adjudicated delinquent
for all sex offenses for which an adult sex offender would be required to
register, but rather requires registration only for a defined class of older
juveniles who are adjudicated delinquent for committing particularly
serious sexually assaultive crimes or child molestation offenses.’

Realistically, the vague wording of SORNA combined with the common misconceptions about
adolescent sexual offending may actually render juveniles sexual offenders more susceptible to

registration than adult sexual offenders.

SORNA § 111(7) requires registration for any “specified offense against a minor.” SORNA defines
a “specified offense against a minor” as any offense that involves the “Use of a Minorina Sexual
Performance’. In a recent review of studies about juvenile sexual offenders, researchers summarized
- that juvenile sexual offenders are more likely to have victims that are close in age or younger than

2 The SORNA definition of “sexual act” follows from the definition of sexual act as defined by 18 U.S.C.
2246(2), which applies to the 18 U.S.C. 2241 “aggravated sexual abuse” offense.

3 Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General. The National Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification; Federal Register: May 30, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 103). Docket No.
OAG 121; A.G. Order No, 2880-2007. RIN 1105-AB28. pp. 16-17.

4 Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General. The National Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification; Federal Register: May 30, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 103). Docket No.
OAG 121; A.G. Order No. 2880-2007. RIN 1105-AB28. pp. 16-17.

5 SORNA § 111(T)XE)



themselves as compared to adult sexual offenders®. Thus, making it even more likely that, the
juvenile sexual offenders will be charged with a “specified offense against a minor” than their adult
counterpart. Cursory studies have revealed that sexual offenses committed by adolescents and
adults are significantly different in fundamental ways:

e Adults were most likely to have committed indecency with a child (36 percent).
Juvenilés were most likely to have been convicted of aggravated sexual assault against a

child (40 percent). :

e Juveniles were significantly more likely to have committed aggravated sexual assault
against a child as compared to an adult offender. Adults were more likely to commit
sexual assault against an adult or child than juveniles.

¢ The mean age of the victim was higher for adult offenders (13.6 years) than for juvenile
offenders (8.3 years). The age difference between offender and victim was much larger

for adult offenders than for juveniles.

Furthermore, studies show that juveniles are more likely to be adjudicated delinquent of aggravated
sexual assault against a child, thereby placing them at a higher risk than adults to have to register
pursuant to SORNA section 111(8) (related to aggravated sexual abuse as described in section 2241
of Title 18, United States Code.) Why are sexual offenses of juveniles so different than those of
adult sexual offense? Is the discrepancy due to the fact that juvenile sexual offenders have different
characteristics than adult sexual offenders? Is the difference a result of the fact that juveniles
receive far fewer procedural protections than adults (no jury trials)? Until these questions are fully
answered, it is negligent and reckless to place juveniles on the same registry as aduits.

INHERENT LIMITAT_IONS IN APPLYING SORNA TO JUVENILE SEXUAL OFFENDERS

Statement: The Adam Walsh Child Protective and Safety Act of 2006 (Pub. L. 109-248), the Sex
Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA), was proposed as a comprehensive revision of
the national standards for sex offender registration and notification. The Act states that its purpose
is to respond to “vicious attacks by violent sexual predators” by reforming, strengthening and
increasing the effectiveness of sex offender registration and notification for the protection of the
public®. Additionally, SORNA requires all individuals convicted of sex offenses to register in
relevant jurisdictions, with no exception for sex offenders whose convictions predate the enactment

of SORNA. See SORNA §§ 111(1), (5)-(8), 113(2).

Over time, more states have increasingly subjected juvenile sexual offenders to differing sex
offender registration and notification requirements. This legislative trend was intended to shift the
balance of interests in juvenile justice to emphasize public safety and encourage individual
responsibility of juvenile offenders for their own actions. Although changes in legislation regarding

6 Craun, S. Juvenile sex offenders and sex offender registries: Examining the data behind the debate.
Federal Probation Journal: December 2006 (Volume 70, number 3) quoting Righthand, S., & Welch, C.
(2001). Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended: A Review of the Professional Literature, Washington, DC:
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. '

7 Craun, S. Juvenile sex offenders and sex offender registries: Examining the data behind the debate.

Federal Probation Journal: December 2006 (Volume 70, number 3).
8 Title I § 102 of the Adam Walsh Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-248).
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juvenile offenders have been implemented in more than 90% of the states, the numbers of juvenile
sexual offenders in the juvenile justice system has remained relatively constant over time.

Comments: Proponents of the Act have stated that the purpose of SORNA is to strengthen sex
offender registration by sealing up “the leaky patchwork of state offender registry” laws making it
“harder for predators to slip through the cracks.”” However, uniformity of laws based on bad public
policy will not achieve this desired end. In order to make effective laws, we must look at the facts,
examine the science and seek input from qualified treatment providers, researchers and trial
attorneys. In this case we know that juvenile sexual offending is uniquely different from adult
sexual offending. The legislation proposed by the Adam Walsh Act (SORNA) and its predecessors
is based upon the same misconception that “juvenile offenders are simply smaller, younger versions
of adult sexual offenders. That is, it is assumed that they are on a singular trajectory to becoming
adult sexual offenders.'® This assumption not only undermines policies regarding public
accessibility to juvenile court records and the entire purpose of the juvenile court, but it impedes the
rehabilitation of youth who may be adjudicated for sexual offenses.

Under the current design, SORNA will fuil to achieve its intended purpose
Data shows that the current design of SORNA, as it applies to juvenile sexual offenders, is an
extremely poor method of protecting the public from “vicious attacks by violent sexual predators.''”
In fact, the poor predictive quality of SORNA may be more harmful to the public than protective,
creating a false sense of security and exhausting valuable resources and limited manpower on
tracking the wrong offenders: '

If an overly inclusive register, like SORNA, is used to “round up the usual

suspects,” more than 92% of true offenders will not be on the register. That
appears to be bad prediction for police and prosecutors and a prediction made

about adult risks that is wrong about 98% of the time'%. -

Stigmatization to the point of annihilation of an entire generation of youth

Furthermore, mislabeling a juvenile as a “child sexual predator” can have lifelong, irreversible and
detrimental effects on a person and his or her family members. Applying SORNA to juvenile sexual
offenders has the unique propensity to gravely harm many children in the hope of protecting an

unknown few ...

9 America's Most Wanted Website, “John Walsh: Adam Walsh Act is not doing Enough.”
www.amw.com/features/feature_story_detail.cfm?id=1603

10 Chaffin, M. & Bonner, B. (1998). Editor’s Introduction: “Don’t shoot, we're your children™ Have we
gone too far in our response to adolescent sexual abusers and children with sexual behavior problems?”
Child Maltreatment, 3(4), 314-316.

11 Title I § 102 of the Adam Walsh Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-248).

12 Franklin E. Zimring, The Predictive Power of Juvenile Sex Offending: Evidence from the Second
Philadelphia Birth Cohort Study. [A configuration of a study by Sellin, T. and M. Wolfgang, The
Measurement of Delinquency. New York: Wiley. 1964;Sykes, G. The Society of Captives. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. 1958; Tracy, P., M. Wolfgang and R. Figlio. Delinquency in a Birth Cohort 11
A Comparison of the 1945 and 1958 Philadelphia Birth Cohorts, Washington, DC: National Institute of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (Final Report 83-JN-AX-0006.) 1984; Wolfgang, M., R.
Figlio and T. Sellin. Delinquency in a Birth Cohort. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1972],

(December 2006.)



Many child sex offenders are victims of sexual abuse themselves. Many more
engage in common sexual behavior, sometimes healthy, sometimes
inappropriate, that they will most likely learn to manage. [Harsh registration and
notification laws] stigmatize and isolate these children, limiting their
opportunities for normal growth and exacerbating the kinds of vulnerabilities that
lead to future criminality, both sexual and nonsexual. When lawmakers
vociferously declared that children were in more need of protection than
convicted sex offenders, they never indicated that some of the sex offenders they
were targeting were themselves vulnerable children, . . By applying such laws to
juvenile adjudications, states throw out a century of juvenile justice
jurisprudence and scholarship to protect an even older tradition of fear about
childhood sexuality. In so doing, lawmakers perpetrate irreparable damage to the
very children they claim to protect.

Given the fact that juveniles are at a low risk to re-offend; the lack of safeguards to ensure
confidentiality, correct errors, or remove individuals from this list; and the damage associated with
being 'blacklisted' for life for a youthful offense, public safety and good policy dictate that the
national sex offender registry specifically exclude persons who committed an offense prior to
having attained the age of 18 years.

This over-inclusive registry will not achieve the stated goal of the government, protecting the
community, and it will also be causing unnecessary damage, harm and stigmatization to 98% of the
juveniles required to adhere to registration and notification under the Act.

Our juvenile justice system is incompatible with the purposes and procedures of SORNA

By making the Act offense based, without affording juveniles a hearing to assess their
dangerousness, the Attorney General is subjecting youth to extremely detrimental registration
requirements that could never have been envisioned by judges, prosecutors, offenders and defenders
in the underlying plea, adjudication and sentencing proceedings.

In a time when we are inundated with enlightening studies on the large number of false confessions
of juveniles, and we have revolutionary research on adolescent brain development right at our
fingertips, it is unfathomable how the developers of SORNA could find it reasonable and
procedurally prudent to place juvenile sexual offenders on the same registry as adult sexual
offenders. :

Most people can not imagine a scenario, other than torture, in which they would confess to a crime
that they did not commit. Yet today false confessions occur with alarming frequency. Juveniles are
more vulnerable to police pressure during interrogations and highly susceptible to enter admissions
of guilt to avoid going to trial. Juveniles are, of course, less mature than adults and have less life
experience on which to draw.'* Like the mentally retarded, they may also be more compliant,
especially when pressured by adult authority figures. They are thus less equipped to cope with
stressful police interrogation and less likely to possess the psychological resources to resist the

13 Garfinkle, E. (2003). Coming of Age in America: The Misapplication of Sex-Offender Registration and
Community Notification Laws to Juveniles, California Law Review, 91(1), 163-208.

14 Drizin, S, Tales from the juvenile Confession Front: A guide to How Standard Police Interrogation
Tactics can Produce Coerced and False Confessions from Juvenile Suspects in Interrogations, Confessions,
and Entrapment, edited by G. Daniel Lassiter. Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 2004.
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pressures of accusatorial police questioning. As aresult, juveniles tend to be more ready to confess
in response to police interrogation, especially coercive interrogation. In a study by confession
experts, Steven Drizin and Richard Leo, juveniles comprised approximately one-third (33%) of the
sample. More than half of the juvenile false confessors were aged fifteen and under, suggesting that
children of this age group may be especially vulnerable to the pressures of interrogation and the
possibility of false confession™.

For many years, science had assumed that the adolescent brain was fully developed by the age of
fourteen. It was thought that developmental changes in the brain occurred in the first few
“formative” years of life. However, recent scientific advancements indicate that the adolescent brain
undergoes rapid change and does not fully develop adult capacity until the early twenties.'® The
2005 Supreme Court case, Roper v. Simmons, introduced research regarding the dynamic nature of
adolescent development.'” It is now an accepted principle among professionals that personality traits
of juveniles are less fixed than those of adults. One of the nation’s leading neurologists, National
Institute of Mental Health’s Dr. Jay Giedd, says its “unfair to expect [adolescents] to have adult
levels of organizational skills or decision-making before their brain is finished being built.”'®

For these reasons, courts around the country have relied upon these facts in support of their
discretionary authority to exempt certain youthful offenders from sex offender registration and
notification. “It is an accepted norm that teenagers are less mature than older adults ... [and]
therefore plausible to conclude that an older teenager will not present a danger in the future as
compared to a more mature adult who engages in a longstanding pattern of sexual misconduct.”

Aguirre v. State, 127 S.W.3d 883, 886 (2004).

While much has been written on sex offender characteristics, issues around recidivism and best
practices for clinical and correctional treatment professionals,’” relatively little attention has been
given to the legal processes used in the apprehension, charging, and convicting of individuals
accused of committing a sexual offense, especially in light of the fact that juveniles are so
susceptible to falsely confessing to offenses. .

" In 1998, the Nationa! District Attorneys Association (NDAA) endorsed the suggestions in a
published report on plea negotiation for sex offenders in the wake of sexual predator statutes. The
Article entitled, Structuring Charging Decisions, Plea Negotiation and Sentencing
Recommendations for Sex Offenders in the Wake of Sexual Predator Statutes, takes a look at the

- current trends in sexual violent predator statutes and compels prosecutors to rethink the way in
which they approach charging decisions, plea negotiation, and sentencing strategies during
prosecutions of sexual offenders.® The author suggests that in general, “perpetrator denial is
prevalent in sexual offenses. Absent a compelling reason for a plea agreement . . . good advocacy

15 Drizin, S. and Leo, R. Bringing Reliability Back in: False Confessions and Legal Safeguards in the
Twenty-First Century in 2006 WISCONSIN LAW REVIEW 479-537 (Co-authored by: Richard A. Leo,
Peter J. Neufeld, Bradley R. Hall, and Amy Vatner).

16 Giedd, 1., hutp://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/teenbrain

17 Roperv. Simmons, 125 S.Ct 1183 (2005).

18 Giedd, J., http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/teenbrain

19 See Holmes, S.T. and Holmes, R.M. (2002). Sex Crimes: Patterns and behaviors (2“d Ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

20 Holmgren, B. “Structuring Charging Decisions, Plea Negotiation and Sentencing Recommendations for
Sex Offenders in the Wake of Sexual Predator Statutes.” Crime Victims Report Volume 3, No. 2, May/June

1999,



necessitates that prosecutors reserve the benefits of plea offers to offenders who acknowledge
responsibility for their conduct” through a plea or an admission of guilt.?! The alternative is for the
defendant to go to trial. When this article was written, in the late 1990, it was strongly urged that
prosecutors resist this practice yet nearly ten years later prosecutors and courts still permit the
denying offender to enter admissions, guilty pleas and no-contest pleas.

A recent survey revealed that the desire to obtain a favorable disposition in a case was the driving
force for all prosecutors interviewed. One prosecutor candidly stated the sentiment of many

prosecutors with the comment?,

You’re negotiating, you’re resolving a case, and to resolve a case with the
(defendant) ... That’s the way it works. They give you a guilty plea. They
acknowledge guilt. They convict themselves. They don’t even make you
go to trial. They don’t make your victim testify, so you’ve got to give
them something in exchange for that.

The very nature of our juvenile justice system is incompatible with the purposes and procedures of
SORNA. Until we realign the legal process used in the charging and adjudication of juveniles, the
SORNA registry will be filed with innocent youth, who have become victims of the very Act

initially intended to protect them.

1L RECOMMENDATIONS

Much of the impetus for applying SORNA to juveniles was rooted in the mistaken belief that
juvenile sex offenders are more likely to recidivate. While law enforcement and the public believe
that sexual recidivism rates for juvenile offenders are 70 to 80%, studies reveal that the rates of
sexual re-offense at 5-14% are actually substantially lower than the rates of reoffending for other
delinquent behavior, which range from 8-58%.2%%° The assumption that the majority of juvenile sex
offenders will become adult sex offenders is not supported by current literature or scientific studies.”® In
fact, the opposite is true. A recent study reveals that the weighted average sexual recidivism rate for
nearly 8,000 juvenile sexual offenders, followed for an average of five (5) years, was a mere

7.78%.%

In the alternative, we re-recommend adding a Tier IV classification to SORNA that will be reserved
for juvenile sexual offenders only. We offer the following recommendations to the Guidelines of

21 Supra. pg 2. :
22 Rundquist, Lief-Erik. “Prosecutorial Perceptions in Sex Offense Cases.” Criminal and Juvenile Justice

Consortium (CJJC) A Research Report: Sex Offense Cases and Plea Negotiation. October 2002. pg. 18.

23 Kersting, K., New Hope for Sex Offender Treatment, Monitor on Psychology (American Psychological

Association), Vol. 34, No. 7, July-August 2003, pp. 34, 52-33.

24 Worling, J. R., & Curwin, T. (2000). Adolescent sexual offender recidivism: Success of specialized

treatment and implication for risk prediction. Child Abuse and Neglect, 24, 965-982.

25 Schram, D. D., Milloy, C. D., & Rowe, W. E. (1991). Juvenile sex offenders: A follow-up study of

reoffense behavior, Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

26 Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers (ATSA). (2000, March 11). The effective legal
"management of juvenile sex offenders. Retrieved from http://www.atsa.com/ppjuvenile.himl

27 Caldwell, Michael F. What We Do Not Know About Juvenile Sexual Reoffense Risk. Child

Maltreatment, Vol. 7, No. 4, Sage Publication November 2002 291-302
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SORNA as they relate to juvenile sexual offenders, all of which can be supported by recent,
validated scientific studies:

Adopt a definition for the term “sexual predator” that is consistent with legal and
scientific standards by excluding individuals with juvenile adjudications from the

Act.

In the alternative to recommendation 1, add a Tier IV to SORNA that will be
reserved solely for and tailored to the specific needs of juvenile sex offenders, who
are completely different from adult sex offenders in both their responses to treatment

and their risk of continued re-offending.

Add a reasonable process by which all low risk offenders can petition to be removed
from state and federal registries. -

Delete juvenile sexual offenders from the retroactive provision that makes it
“indisputably clear that SORNA applies to all sex offenders regardless of when they
were convicted.” Make it a requirement that all Tier IV juvenile offenders (including
youth adjudicated before and after the enactment of SORNA) be afforded a full
evidentiary bearing to determine if they are at a high risk to re-offend and in need of
monitoring under Tier IV of the SORNA.

Specific Recommendations with Supporting Evidence

1.

Recommendation: Adopt a more accurate definition of the term “sexual predator”

. by removing juvenile sexual offenders from SORNA.

Rationale: The term “child predator,” as defined by SORNA, is categorically too
broad. Such fear-laden and provocative labels should only be applied to the most
dangerous violent offenders: those who have longstanding patterns of sexually
deviant behaviors, who meet criteria for paraphilic disorders and who have been
assessed to be at a high-risk to reoffend. Labeling a child as a “child predator” is not
only highly inflammatory and stigmatizing, but also is more often than not false.

» The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV) defines
a ‘Pedophile’ as a “child predator.”

» The DSM-IV clearly recognizes the need for caution when applying any
diagnosis of pedophilia to a juvenile. It is well accepted in the mental health
community that diagnosing a child as a pedophile requires the clinician to
fully defend the diagnosis with “clear and convincing” evidence.

=  Under SORNA, a juvenile is a Tier IIl “child predator” if he engages in
sexual misconduct at a time when he is 4 years older than any victim who is
at least 13 years old. However, the DSM-IV explicitly states that a youth can
ONLY be a diagnosed as a ‘pedophile’ if the offender is 16 (or older) at the
time of the offense AND the child victim is AT LEAST 5 or more years
younger. Furthermore, the DSM-IV states that: .



> If the youthful offender is 15 years of age, he can NOT be
diagnosed as a pedophile.

> If the youthful offender is 16 years of age, the child victim MUST
be 11 years old or younger.

5 A late adolescent (age 17 or 18) is not a pedophile, when they are
involved in an ongoing sexual relationship with a 12 or 13 year old.

Recommendation: Add a Tier IV to the Adam Walsh Child Protective and Safety
Act of 2006 (Pub. L. 109-248), the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act
(SORNA), that will be reserved solely for and tailored to the specific needs and
characteristics of juvenile sex offenders. Given that juvenile sexual offenders are
completely different from adult sex offenders in both their development and their risk
of reoffending, it is bad public policy for juveniles to be included in the same
registration and notification system as adults.

A Tier IV specifically for juvenile sexuval offenders would include the following
additions, deletions and alterations to the SORNA guidelines:

Before any children can be classified as a Tier IV Juvenile Offender under SORNA,
they must have been (1) adjudicated delinquent of an enumerated sex offense; (2)
evaluated by a forensic psychologist who is trained to assess risk in juvenile sexual
offenders using scientifically sound methods; and (3) afforded a full evidentiary
“sexually violent predator” hearing in which a judge decides that the child isata high
risk to re-offend and in need of supervision under Tier IV of SORNA.

a. Adopt a scientifically sound approach to identifying “high risk”
juvenile sexual offenders using research-based risk factors, validated
instruments and afford each juvenile a full evidentiary hearing in
which a judge decides whether the offender is a “high risk™ sex
offender in need of monitoring under the SORNA Tier IV provision.

b. Tier IV juveniles would be maintained under a separate registry until
age 21,
c. Tier IV youth would be required to register, but notification would be

limited to law enforcement agencies only.

d. When a juvenile is approaching age 21, a hearing should be
conducted in juvenile court to determine whether the child poses a
safety threat to the community. If so, the juvenile may be transferred
to the adult registry under SORNA. If not, the juvenile should be
released from the Tier IV juvenile registry and provisions made to
permit the expungement of the registration.

Rationale: This federal legislation is overbroad and based on misconceptions about
juvenile sexual offending. There are critical differences between youth who sexually
assault other children and adult offenders who sexually assault children. Childhood
and adolescent sexual offending is different from adult sexual offending in its

9



motivation, nature, extent, and response to intervention. These important distinctions
have been reported by panels commissioned by the U.S. Department of Justice, by
public information resources, including the Center for Sex Offender Management,
the National Center on the Sexual Behavior of Youth, and by professional and
research organizations.?® Despite these widely established differences, SORNA
subjects both juvenile and adult sex offenders to the same provisions.”

A number of re-compiled youth cohort studies over the last few decades provide us
with an opportunity to obtain valid and comprehensive data on patterns of juvenile
sexual offenders and these youths’ transitions into adulthood®® *!. The studies
compiled by University of California-Berkeley Professor of Law Franklin E. Zimring
explored whether juvenile sexual offenders continue their sexual offending careers
into adulthood. In the “Wolfgang Phenomenon” Philadelphia Cohort study,
researchers analyzed the offense patterns of 3,655 offenders in a large city as they
moved from age 10 to 20. In the Racine, Wisconsin study, researchers analyzed the
offense patterns of over 6,000 adolescents in a more rural environment from age 10
to 30. The general patterns discovered by these studies are as follows:

(1)  The majority of children and teenagers adjudicated for sex offenses
do not become adult sex offenders;

(2)  Juveniles with sexually-based police contacts have a high volume of
non-sexual contacts, a low-volume of sexual recidivism during their
juvenile careers, and an even lower propensity for sexual offending

during adulthood.

(3)  The best predictor of whether a juvenile will sexually offend as an
adult is the length of the juvenile record, rather than whether a boy
committed a sexual offense. These findings indicate that
concentrating effort and focus on those who were juvenile sex

28 “Ensure that Youth are not treated as Adult Sex Offenders.” American Psychological Association: APA
" Public Interest Policy Office. February 2006. www.apa.org/ppo/ppan/sexoffenderaa06.html,
29 Supra.
30 Franklin E. Zimring. The Predictive Power of Juvenile Sex Offending: Evidence from the Second
Philadelphia Birth Cohort Study. [A configuration of a study by Sellin, T. and M. Wolfgang, The
Measurement of Delinquency. New York: Wiley. 1964;Sykes, G. The Society of Captives. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. 1958; Tracy, P., M. Wolfgang and R. Figlio. Delinquency in a Birth Cohort II:
A Comparison of the 1945 and 1958 Philadelphia Birth Cohorts. Washington, DC: National Institute of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (Final Report 83-JN-AX-0006.) 1984; Wolfgang, M., R.
Figlio and T. Sellin. Delinquency in a Birth Cohort. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1972].
{December 2006.) '
31 Franklin E. Zimring, Juvenile and Adult Sexual Offending in Racine, Wisconsin: Does Early Sex
Offending Predict Later Sex Offending in Youth and Young Adulthood? A configuration of a study by [A
configuration of a study by Sellin, T. and M. Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinquency. New York:
Wiley. 1964;Sykes, G. The Society of Captives. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 1958; Tracy, P.,
M. Wolfgang and R. Figlio. Delinquency in a Birth Cohort II: A Comparison of the 1945 and 1958
Philadelphia Birth Cohorts. Washington, DC: National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. (Final Report 83-JN-AX-0006.) 1984; Wolfgang, M., R. Figlio and T. Sellin, Delinquency in a
Birth Cohort. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1972]. (January 2007).
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offenders will ignore more than 90% of the cohort members who
commit sexual offenses as adults and will, therefore, mlsldentlfy
90% of the Juvemles who will become adult sexual offenders®2,

Q) Age appears to bring about a dechne in criminal versatility; offenders
tend to develop a “specialization” in a few types of offenses as they
get older. Criminal versatility in juvenile sexual offenders may reduce -
the risk of future sexual offending, though not other types of
offending. Further examination of the data reveals that the high
proportion of juvenile sexual offenders may specialize out of
sexual offending even while persisting in other offenses.

The cohort data provides a valuable opportunity to estimate the adverse impact that
requiring juvenile offenders to participate in the new federal sex offender registration
and notification program will have. Using the data reported in these studies,
researchers extrapolated and compared a registration and notification system,
identical to SORNA, which requires all juvenile sex offenders to register for life.
This juvenile registration system proved to be a poor identifier of adult sex offenders;
failing to identify 92% of the true adult sexual offenders.

= Between the ages of 14 and 22, this registration system will have
. identified a total of .02% of the males who would have an adult sex
record starting at some time after their 22nd birthday.

= 98% of the subjects added to the registry by juvenile records did not have
an adult sex offense by age 27,

In his publication, Professor Zimring begs the question, “might this registry be
effective nonetheless by providing the police with a reliable group of potential
suspects?” However, the data reveals that 92% of all the adult male sex
offenders were never juvenile sex offenders. Thus, the registry is a very poor
predictive tool. If an overly inclusive register, like SORNA, is used to determine
suspects. 2.0% of the individuals will be needlessly predicted as sexually dangerous
for every one sexually dangerous person. More than 92% of the adult sexual
offenders will not be on the register. This indicates that an offense-based registry,
such as, SORNA, is an ineffective predictor of which juvenile sexual offenders
will become adult sexual offenders. Indeed, the registry will be wrong
approximately 98% of the time.

3. Recommendation: Delete juvenile sexual offenders from the retroactive provision
that makes it “indisputably clear that SORNA applies to all sex offenders regardless
of when they were convicted” and add a reasonable process by which all low risk

32 Franklin E. Zimring. The Predictive Power of Juvenile Sex Offending: Evidence from the Second
Philadelphia Birth Cohort Study and Juvenile and Adult Sexual Offending in Racine, Wisconsin: Does
Early Sex Offending Predict Later Sex Offending in Youth and Young Adulthood? (January 2007.)
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juvenile offenders can petition to be removed from state and federal sex offender
registries.
Rationale: SORNA requires all sex offenders who were convicted of sex offenses in
its registration categories register in relevant jurisdictions, with no exception for sex
offenders whose convictions predate the enactment of SORNA, nor for sex offenders
- who have successfully completed treatment. A number of published, clinical reports
on the treatment of juvenile sex offenders empirically support the belief that the
majority of juvenile sex offenders are amenable to various methods of interventions
and achieve positive treatment outcomes®. Furthermore, a plethora of federal and
state courts have upheld decisions to exempt certain sex offenders from registration
because of preexisting state laws that exempted certain offenders from registration or
because some ex-offenders have earned the right to no longer register. For example,
the State of California issued Certificates of Rehabilitation to offenders, granting
them the right to no longer have to register”. By mandating registration of all such
sex offenders, SORNA will directly conflict with judicial decisions and laws
considered and passed by state legislators, thereby creating confusion and
inconsistency at the state level. For example, the proposed retroactive reach of
SORNA will create severe conflicts for juvenile offenders who entered admissions to
predicate sex offenses before the enactment of SORNA. Our country’s historically
protective approach to minors only recognizes what almost every adult, and certainly
every parent, knows: that minors are particularly vulnerable to poor judgment and
often plead guilty to charges that they did not commit. The proposed SORNA
regulations do not consider juvenile sexual offenders who were not advised by the
Court, his or her counsel or the prosecutor, of the possibility of a sex offender
registration and notification. Nor was the youth notified that such registration and
notification could be for a lifetime.
Recognizing the vulnerability of adolescence, we urge that procedural processes be
added to ensure that low risk or no risk juvenile offenders can petition to be removed
from state and federal sex offender registries.

33 Hunter, J.A. (2000). Understanding juvenile sex offenders: research findings & guidelines for effective
management & treatment. Juvenile Justice Fact Sheet. Charlottesville, VA: Institute of Law, Psychiatry,

& Public Policy, University of Virginia.
34 California Penal Code § 4852.01

12



4. Recommendation: Require that all Tier IV juvenile offenders (this includes youth
adjudicated before and after the enactment of SORNA) be afforded a full evidentiary
hearing to determine if they are at a high risk to reoffend and in need of monitoring
under Tier IV of the SORNA.

' Rationale: The Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 (Pub. L. 109-
248), Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA), assumes an
individual is a dangerous sex offender based on the fact that he or she was convicted
or adjudicated delinquent of a certain sex offense.

Under Megan’s Law, several states have held that because adult sex offenders receive
their due process at the criminal trial, no additional hearing is required to determine
dangerousness. See Connecticut Department of Safety v. Doe, 538 U.8.1,1238.Ct
1160 (2003) and Doe v. Pryor, 61 F.Supp. 2d 1224 (M.D. Ala. 1999). A criminal trial
may indeed be adequate protection for an adult sex offender; however, juvenile
adjudications are not adequate forums to preserve the due process rights of youth for
purposes of sex offender registration and notification. In most states, when juvenile
delinquents are tried in juvenile court, they are not given the full scope of rights adult

* defendants receive in criminal court, such as a trial by jury®. To date, only ten states
allow jury trials for juveniles as a right. Knowing that the majority of juveniles will
not receive the full scope of procedural rights that adult defendants receive in
criminal court, it is unconscionable to label juvenile sexual offenders as “child
predators” and place them on the same registry as adult sexual offenders without an
additional hearing to determine dangerousness.

35 Szymanski, L. (2002) Juvenile Delinquent’s Right to a Jury Trial. NCJJ Snapshot, 7(9). Pittsburgh, PA:
National Center for Juvenile Justice.
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If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Nicole Pittman at 267.765.6766 or via

email at npittman@philadefender.orp.

Sincerely,

Ellen T. Greenlee, Esq.
Defender
DEFENDER ASSOCIATION OF PHILADELPHIA

\ Mauraha Yevick, Bi , ;’

Legal Diirector
JOVENILE LAW CENTER

Pat Arthnr, Esq.

‘ i
NATIONAL JUVENILE DEFENDER CENTER



Sheila Bedi, Bsq.

Co-Director
MISSISSIPPX YOUTH JUSTICE PROJECT

Marion Chartoff, Esq.

Co-Director M

Danielle Lipow, Esq.

TR ( - -~

<. \ )"&Q —
Co-Director ) g QE '
SOUTHERN FENDER CENTER

Rhonda Brownstein, Esq.

[lhot T

Director of Litigation and Legal Affairs
SOUTHERN POVERTY LAW CENTER

_ Corene T. Kendrick, Esq.

LownL (Louglai L e

Staff Attorney
YOUTH LAW CENTER




Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 11:45 AM

To: Rosengarten, Clark '

Subject: FW: Comments to the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration and Notification

Attachments: Laura Rogers_Department of Justice_Sex Offender Registration.pdf

From: Wendi Warre

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 10:02 AM

To: GetSMART :
Subject: Comments to the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration and Notification

Please deliver the attached letter from Jamés T. Miller of The Village Network to Director Laura Rogers regarding
the proposed guidelines for sex offender registration and notification and the implementation of the Adam Waish

Act. :

Thank you,

Wendi Warren

7/30/2007
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July 30, 2007

Director Laura Rogers

U.S. Dept. of Justice, SMART Office
810 7™ Street, NW '
Washington, DC 20531

Transmitted via email: GetSMART@usdoj.gov

Re: Comments to the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration
and Notification and the implementation of the Adam Walsh Act

Dear Director Rogers:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments to the Proposed
National Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration and Notification,
which guide Ohio and other states as they work to implement the Adam
‘Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006.

¥ |
1 am the Executive Director of The Village Network (previously known

o .7 % agBoys® Village). 1 have 37 years of experience as a social worker
. Michael Searey . :

" including managing a run-away shelter, directing an adolescent outpatient
clinic, coordinating a child sexual abuse prevention program, providing a
treatment program to sexual abuse victims and serving as the Clinical
Director of adolescent sexual offender program. In all of these positions I
have been involved with the treatment of sexual abuse victims and

offenders.

1 want to commend you and your office for the work that you have put
into the development of the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification. The Village Network is a strong proponent
of Sexual Offender Reporting and Notification Laws. We have long
supported the need for both juvenile and adult sexual offenders to be held
accountable for their actions and we have based our sexual offender
treatment on the principle that community protection must be our central

focus,

However, 1 must urge you, for the sake of protecting children now and for
future generations, to revise the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification so that it honors the intention of the Adam
Walsh Act by focusing sanctions on juveniles who have been determined
by a juvenile judge to be a serious, youthful offender which in turn would
require national registration under Adam Walsh, This determination
should be at the discretion of the juvenile judge.

The Village Network Is a private, non-profft, non-denominational, organization serving
hundlreds of boys and girls daily. It wos establishad in 1946 as Boys’ Village.



The Village Network is a private non-profit multi-service organization working
everyday with over 550 troubled children and their families in six different-levels in
eleven different cities throughout Ohio. We provide Residential Care, Treatment
Foster Care, Day Treatment, School-Based Treatment and Outpatient Treatment for
infants up to age 19. The vast majority of the children we serve have been sexually
abused and suffered severe trauma in their young lives.

Among these programs is a continuum of services we provide to teen sexual
offenders, and sexually reactive youth. We have worked with this population since
1986 and treated over 1,200 youthful offenders in Treatment Foster Care, Day
Treatment, and Residential Care Programs that provide specialized intensive services
to this population. At present we are serving 120 youth in these programs with 66%
having been convicted of a sexual crime with a minor. However, 1do not intend to
focus primarily on these offenders, but on their potential victims now and in future
generations. Without a revision of the Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration and
Notification, I believe we are putting at risk thousands of children to be sexually
abused. Something I am certain is not the intent of these guidelines or of the Adam
Walsh Act which these guidelines will be used to implement. :

The Village Network has leamed from its own studies that adolescent sexual
offenders have high success rates with results of 95% and 91% in two different
outcome studies. Success is defined as no sexual abuse conviction or indication of an
offense against a child. This is consistent with other findings that adolescent sexual
offenders can be successfully treated. For instance Sipe, Jensen and Everett (1998)
sited that only 9.7% who committed a sexual crime as an adolescent committed a sex
crime as an adult. In our experience they admit to an average of 1 to 3 victims prior
to treatment; by the end of treatment a total of five to seven victims tend to be the
norm. In other words, most of our offenders identify additional prior victims as part
of the treatment process, Almost all of these are not known to the authoritics.

However, for adults the results are much different. Adult offenders tend to be less
successful in treatment. Their success rates vary from 30% - 50% when tracked for
10 years or longer. In several studies the “average” number of victims for an adult-
child molester once apprehended is 76 according to Abel, Mittelman and Becker .
(1983) and 117 children according to the National Institute of Mental Health.
Therefore, we can project a conservative estimate of over 70 children will not be
molested if an adolescent sexual offender is successfully treated.

The concern that I and others in my field have regarding the Proposed Guidelines for
Sex Offender Registration and Notification is that the current version provides such a
severe lifetime consequence that many of the youth that would receive treatment will
now fight this extreme consequence of a lifetime notification. They will be unlikely to
admit to their offenses. Unlike the present circumstance family members and defense
attorneys will not encourage admission in exchange for treatment. Over 80% of the



present offenders admit to their offenses prior to admission into The Village Network
Program. Again, may of these youth presently being convicted in Juvenile Court will
not be willing to admit or be convicted because the Juvenile Judge will no longer
have discretion in terms of the type of notification required at conclusion of their

treatment.

Secondly, both adjudicated offenders and non-adjudicated sexually reactive youth
‘will not admit to other victims, due to the potential consequences of admitting to any
additional offense which is not a problem at present. As an organization we are
required to report these disclosures and Children Services are required to investigate.
It is important to note that almost all of the adjudicated offenders have victims under
the age of 12, even though they may have entered our program without a Tier 111
offense. Admitting to all prior offenses is an important stage in treatment. T herefore,
this barrier would not only lower the likelihood for successful treatment, but there
would be countless numbers of victims that would live their life as a child in pain
while keeping the traumatic secrets of abuse.

It is therefore imperative that you consider amending the Proposed Guidelines for Sex
Offender Registration and Notification to allow Judicial Discretion for the sake of all
the potential victims in all the states that implement the Adam Walsh Act into their
legislative system. As a professional therapist and administrator who has worked
extensively with sexual abuse victims and sexual offenders for over 37 years, ] have
been witness to tremendous human suffering associated with abuse. I have also come
to believe that our greatest hope for turning the tide in preventing child sexual abuse
is holding adolescent sexual offenders accountable and providing them with
comprehensive effective treatment. It is my hope that with the revision of these
guideline, that the youth who can be helped, will be helped and thus saving countless

children from unnecessary trauma.

Thank you for your time and consideration as you work to revise the Proposed
Guidelines.

Sincerel

James T. Miller
Executive Director

Cc: Ralph Regula, Congressman



Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Tuesday, July 31, 2007 5:05 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Comments to AWA

Attachments: SMART letter.DOC; SMART sign on letters participants.xls

From: Yvonne Hunnicutt S

Sent; Tuesday, July 31, 2007 12:04 PM
To: GetSMART
Subject: Comments to AWA

Good afternoon Director Rogers:

On behalf of Voices for Ohio's Children Juvenile Justice Initiative and its partners, thank you for the
opportunity to submit comments to the Proposed National Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration and
Notification, which guide Ohio and other states as they work to implement the Adam Walsh Child
Protection and Safety Act of 2008. In cooperation with the public comment period, please find an

_attached sign-on letter representing more than 40 organizations strongly supporting the stated intent of
the Adam Walsh Act: protecting children from violent sex offenders. ‘

"hank you for the opportunity to share our concerns, some provisions and interpretations of the Act will
ultimately have the opposite effect on our juveniles and perhaps put them at further risk.

Should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. Again, thank
you and have a great week.

In service, ,
Yvonne C. Hunnicutt
Voices for Ohio's Children

8/6/2007



VOICES FOR
OHIO'S CHILDREN

July 31, 2007

Director Laura Rogers

U.S. Dept. of Justice, SMART Office

810 7th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20531

Transmitted via email: GetSMART @usdoj.gov

Re: Comments to the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender Registration and Notification
and the implementation of the Adam Walsh Act

Dear Director Rogers:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments to the Proposed National Guidelines for Sex
Offender Registration and Notification, which guide Ohio and other states as they work to
implement the Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006.

As juvenile advocate and child welfare organizations, we strongly support the stated intent of
the Adam Walsh Act: protecting children from violent sex offenders. We are gravely concerned,
however, that some provisions and interpretations of the Act will ultimately have the opposite
effect, and put some of our most vulnerable children at risk.

Specifically, we believe that §111(8) of the Adam Walsh Act—which requires children age 14
and older who are adjudicated delinquent for offenses “comparable to or more severe than
aggravated sexual abuse” to be included on the public, online registry of sex offenders—will:
¢ undermine the history and purpose of the juvenile court system as an individualized
intervention that focuses on rehabilitation, while also holding youth accountable in
developmentally appropriate ways;

s severely hamper juvenile offenders’ access to treatment and appropriate aftercare, as
well as their likelihood of success once engaged in treatment, ,

o significantly limit the number of adoptive and foster families who are willing to accept
these children into their homes, resulting in lengthier commitments to juvenile
correctional facilities and extended stays in other institutional settings;

o flood the public registry with persons highly unlikely to commit another sex offense, -
thereby diluting the effectiveness of the registry and ultimately undermining community

safety; and :
o - put these children, many of whom have themselves been victims of sexual and other

abuse, at risk of exploitation by predators who would use the online registry to find
victims.

Accordingly, we urge you to adopt guidelines that will allow states to exclude juveniles
from the public registry and still be in substantial compliance with the implementation
requirements of the Adam Walsh Act.



The emerging field of neurological science tells us that children’s brains are physically different
from the brains of fully mature adults, and that as a result, they are not only more likely to
engage in risk-taking behavior, but also more amenable to treatment. In children and
adolescents, the prefrontal cortex is not yet “hardwired” to the rest of brain. It is this part of the
brain that plays a critical role in decision making, problem solving, and being able to anticipate
the future consequences of today’s actions. Until the prefrontal cortex becomes fully connected,
children must rely on another part of the brain for decision making: the amygdala, which
processes emotional reactions and is the part of the brain known for the “fight or flight”

response.

While this period of brain development can lead to children behaving irrationally, making poor
decisions, and overreacting to perceived threats, it is also what makes children especially
amenable to individualized therapeutic intervention. Treatment provided during this critical
stage of development to a child who is sexually inappropriate or abusive will impact the way that
child’s brain continues to develop; as a result, juvenile sex offenders are known to be
especially amenable to treatment, and thus significantly less likely to reoffend.

According to the Ohio Association of County Behavioral Health Authorities, research shows that
“with treatment, supervision and support, the likelihood of a youth committing subsequent sex
offenses is about 4-10 percent.”’ And a compilation of 43 follow-up studies of the re-arrest
rates of 7,690 juvenile sex offenders found an average sexual recidivism rate of 7.78 percent,?
which is significantly lower than the recidivism rate for adult offenders. :

Additionally, the American Psychological Association has noted that because “adolescent
sexual offending is different from adult sexual offending in its motivation, nature, extent, and
response to intervention,” “[rlesearch has consistently shown that the majority of children and
teenagers adjudicated for sex crimes do not become adult offenders.” The National
Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth has conducted an extensive review of the available
research on juvenile sex offenders, and has concluded that adolescent sex offenders have
fewer numbers of victims than do adult offenders, and engage in less serious and aggressive

behavior.

We agree with the National Alliance to End Sexual Violence (NAESV), which states inits
position paper on the Adam Walsh Act that, “over-inclusive public notification can actually be
harmful to public safety by diluting the ability to identify the most dangerous offenders and by
disrupting the stability of low-risk offenders in ways that may increase their risk of re-offense.
Therefore, NAESV believes that internet disclosure and community notification should be limited
to those offenders who pose the highest risk of re-offense.” -

Knowing that the recidivism rate of juvenile sex offenders is 4-10% means that 90-96% of the
children included on the public registry will never commit another sex offense. This will fill the
public registry with thousands of juvenile sex offenders who will never again commit a sex
offense and who pose no threat to public safety. The public registry will become ineffective as a
public safety tool, as users will be overwhelmed by thousands upon thousands of profiles of
offenders, only a small percentage of whom might someday reoffend.

1 Juvenile Sex Offenders. Behavioral Health: Developing a Better Understanding. Vol. Three, Issue |.
2 Michael F. Caldwell, What We Do Not Know About Juvenile Sexual Reoffense Risk. Child
Maltreatment, Vol. 7, No. 4, Sage Publication, November 2002 (291-302).

3 The complete NAESV position paper on the Adam Walsh Act can be found online at
http://www.naesv.org/Policypapers/Adam_Walsh_SumMarch07.pdf.



Including children on an internet-based registry also puts those children at risk of being targeted
for harassment and abuse. A pedophile could use the online registry to find victims. The
registry will provide him with the names, pictures, and home addresses for children as young as
14, as well as the names of the schools they attend, the cars they drive, their license plate
numbers, and other identifying information. Many juvenile sex offenders were themselves
victims before they committed their offenses, and are vulnerable to further victimization.

Additionally, many juvenile sex offenses are intra-familial. During deliberations in the Ohio-
General Assembly on legislation to implement the Adam Walsh Act in Ohio, testimony was
heard from several parents with a child who sexually offended on a sibling. Those parents
testified about the conflicts they face, as parents of both a juvenile sex offender and a victim of
sexual abuse. In these situations, the offender and the victim receive much-needed treatment
only if their parents are willing to speak up and seek help. Undoubtedly, many parents will be
unwilling to ask for help if doing so resigns one child to a lifetime of inclusion on an internet-
based registry, with all the restrictions on schooling, employment, and residency it entails, as
well as potential threats to that child’s safety. As a result, in many instances, neither offender
nor victim will receive the treatment they need.

The risk of mandatory, lifetime inclusion on a public registry will also mean that children facing
charges for sex offenses will be less likely to plead guilty and more likely to go to trial, thus
exposing the victim and others to the trauma of testifying and to other intrusive aspects of the
criminal justice system. And children’s defense counsel will certainly work to get sex offense
charges plead down to non-sex offense charges, such as assault, in order to avoid the severe
consequences of lifetime inclusion on the public registry. But a child adjudicated delinquent for
assault is unlikely to receive sex offender treatment, resuiting in tremendous lost opportunities

for treatment and prevention of further harm.

Recognizing the unique qualities and needs of children, the juvenile court system was
established to focus on treatment, supervision, and control, rather than solely on punishment.
Inclusion on a public registry, though, will significantly limit treatment and aftercare options for
juvenile sex offenders. Many group homes, foster homes, and community placements will not
accept children with sex offenses in their histories. Children on a public registry with community
notification requirements will be nearly impossible to place for or after treatment. As a resuilt,
many juvenile sex offenders will be kept in juvenile correctional facilities far beyond the time it
takes them to complete treatment. Children will be incarcerated not because they need further
treatment or pose a risk to public safety, but only because public policy will prevent them from
going anywhere else. This is a dramatic—and we believe ill-advised—shift in the focus of the

juvenile court system from treatment to punishment.

Importantly, too, because of the unique mission of the juvenile court system, children are
granted only limited due process protections. We believe that mandatory, lifetime inclusion on a
public registry is far too severe a sanction to impose on children who are not fully protected by
the Constitution. Additionally, limited due process protections make the retroactive application
of the Adam Walsh Act especially inappropriate for juveniles. Children who have already gone
through the juvenile court system, without full due process protections and perhaps without
even being represented by counsel, could never have anticipated that lifetime inclusion on a
public registry would someday be a consequence of their juvenile court proceeding.

Subjecting juvenile sex offenders to the same sanctions as adults raises legal and scientific
questions about culpability and punishment, and the registration and notification requirements



are inconsistent with the purposes of juvenile court: treatment and rehabilitation. Inclusion on
an internet-based public registry will subject juveniles to social ostracism, limit access to
educational and work opportunities, make it more difficult for juveniles to be placed with family
or friends, and limit residential treatment options. And treating juvenile sex offenders in the
same manner as adult sex offenders with respect to reporting, notification, and length of
classification, even though juveniles have fewer legal rights and protections than aduiits, - -
presents legal and Constitutional problems.

Last month, the Ohio General Assembly passed, and Governor Strickland signed into law,
Senate Bill 10, which implements the Adam Walsh Act in Ohio. After many hours of testimony
and much debate and consideration, the legislature decided to limit the Adam Walsh Act's
public registry requirements to only those children who, due to the seriousness of their offenses,
are transferred to adult court, and those children who, due to their offenses and their unknown
amenability to treatment, are designated “serious youthful offenders,” and receive both a
juvenile disposition and a suspended adult sentence.

The Ohio General Assembly recognized that juveniles are developmentally immature, especially
amenable to treatment, significantly different from adult offenders, vuinerable to abuse and
exploitation, and not granted full due process protections. The legislature also recognized that
including all juveniles—without consideration of the seriousness of the facts of their crimes, their
amenability to treatment, or their likelihood to reoffend—would ultimately have a negative impact
on public safety. The Ohio General Assembly decided to place on the public registry only those
children whose offenses require them to be tried and treated as adults and who are found to be
not amenable to treatment, and importantly, only children who have been provided full

Constitutional protections.

The plain language of the Adam Walsh Act requires that all children age 14 and older who are
adjudicated delinquent for offenses “comparable to or more severe than aggravated sexual
abuse” be included on the public, online registry of sex offenders. But the negative
consequences of doing so—fewer intra-familial crimes being reported, fewer offenders and
victims receiving treatment, and children on the registry being targeted for abuse and
exploitation, to name only a few—would actually put states out of compliance with the stated
intent of the Adam Walsh Act: protecting children from violent sex offenders.

Accordingly, we urge you to adopt guidelines that will allow states to exclude juveniles from the
. public registry and still be in substantial compliance with the implementation requirements of the

Adam Walsh Act.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these comments. We will be happy to assist you
as you work to revise the Proposed Guidelines for the implementation of the Adam Walsh Act in

order to protect all children.
Sincerely,

Voices for Ohio's Children

Alliance of Child Caring Service Providers
Alternatives for Youth

Appleseed Community Mental Health Center
Beech Brook

Bellflower Center for Prevention of Child Abuse
Benbow Law Offices



Berea Children's Home

Cleveland Rape Crisis Center

Equal Justice Foundation

Family & Children First

First Amendment Lawyers Association
FIRSTLINK : _ o

Juvenile Justice Advocacy Alliance

Juvenile Justice Coalition (Ohio)

Katherine Hunt Federle, Professor of Law
LifeLine Counseling & Forensic Center
Lighthouse Youth Services (Paint Creek)

Lucas County Family and Children First Council
Mental Health Advocacy Coalition

Mental Health Services, Inc.

Mid-Ohio Psychological Services

Montgomery County Public Defender's Office
Murtis Taylor Human Services System

NAMI Ohio

National Youth Advocate Program, Inc.

Office of the Ohio Public Defender

Ohio Alliance for Children's Mental Health

Ohio Association of Child Caring Agencies
Ohio Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
Ohio Council of Behavioral Healthcare Providers
Ohio Psychological Association

Ohio School Social Work Association

Positive Education Program

Public Children Services Association of Ohio
Recovery Resources

The University of Toledo Department of Criminal Justice
The Village Network

West Side Community House

Your Human Resource Center of Wayne and Holmes Counties

cC: Ohio Congressional delegation
Governor Ted Strickiand
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: . Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 5:07 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Comments to the Proposed Guidelines to Interpret and Implement SORNA

Attachments: Sorna Comments July 31.doc

From: Sarah Bryer
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 2:53 PM

To: GetSMART
Subject: Comments to the Proposed Guidelines to Interpret and Implement SORNA

July 31, 2007

Laura Rogers, Director
SMART Office - Office of Justice Programs
U.S. Department of Justice

810 7' Street NW
Washington, DC 20531

e OAG Docket No. 121 — Comments to the Proposed Guidelines to Interpret and Implement the Sex
Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA)

Dear Ms. Rogers,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed guidelines to interpret and implement the Sex

Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA). The National Juvenile Justice Network (NJJN) would like
* to express its opposition to the application of SORNA to juveniles adjudicated within the juvenile court system.

The National Juvenile Justice Network works to ensure that youth throughout the country who come into conflict
with the law are treated fairly and appropriately in a manner that both recognizes their developmental differences
from adults and protects public safety. We believe that placing youth on sex offender registries, particularly those
that are public, will actually serve to undermine public safety and will cause unnecessary damage to these young

people.
Placing youth on public sex offender registries does several things that are contrary to sound public policy.
o Jtwill haﬁ_ipex" youth’s ability to access developmentally appropriate treatment;

e [t will make it excepti"onally difficult for these youth, whose likelihood of recidivating is extremely low,
to stay connected to society in a healthy manner;

e It will clog the public registry with individuals who are unlikely to recidivate, makmg the registry less
useful and more difficult to manage;

e It will expose these youth to potential exploitation by predators;
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e  And it will negate their juvenile court adjudication that is designed to guard public safety by holding
youth accountable through a confidential process.

%or all these reasons we recommend that you adopt guidelines that will allow states to meet the criteria for being
in substantial compliance with SORNA when those states have either chosen to exclude adjudicated juveniles
from the sex offender registry, or have chosen to exclude youth from the public registry and the requirements for

notification. o
Research Supports Treating Youth Sex Offenders Differently From Adults

New findings in the field of neuroscience that have shown that youth’s brains are different from those of adults.
Youths’ brains during adolescence are still developing in ways that make them more likely to engage in risk-
seeking behavior, and have poor problem-solving and decision-making processes. While this makes youth more
prone to engage in jpappropriate activities, it alsg makes them more receptive to treatment. In fact, research on
youth who commit Sex offenses indicates that th?y are very unlikely to recidivate and are extremely amenable to
treatment. According to the National Center of Sexual Behavior of Youth, a training and technical assistance
center developed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) and the Center on Child
Abuse and Neglect, University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center, the recidivism rate among juvenile sex

]
offenders is substantially lower than that of other delinquent behavior (5-14% vs. 8- 58%).  This Center, the
Center for Sex Offender Management (an institute created by the Office of Justice Programs, the National
Institute of Corrections and the State Justice Institute) and OJJDP have all found that youth sexual offenders are

{2
highly responsive to treatment.

Moreover, juveniles are not fixed in their sexual offending behavior. Juvenile offenders who act out sexually do
31

aot tend to eroticize aggression, nor are they aroused by child sex stimuli. Mental health professionals regard
this juvenile behavior as much less dangerous, When applying the American Psychiatric Association diagnostic
criteria for pedophilia (abusive sexual uses of children) to the juvenile arrests included in the National Incident
Based Reporting System, only 8% of these incidents would even be considered as evidence of a pedophilia

disorder.  More than nine out of ten times the arrest of a juvenile for a sex offense is a one-time event, even

15}

though the juvenile may be apprehended for non-sex offenses typical of other juvenile delinquents.
SORNA Will Decrease Youth’s Access to Treatment and Hamper their Connection to Society

By placing juveniles on public registries, parents may be less willing to help their children who exhibit

inappropriate sexual behavior. As opposed to holding their child accountable and seeking treatment, parents will
be more inclined to hide their child’s problem and not seek help when they learn that their child may be required
to register for life as a sex offender. Thus more children may continue to be harmed as families hide from public

eye their “private” family business.

Moreover, many group homes, foster homes and community placements will not accept children with sex
offenses in their histories. Children on a public registry with community notification requirements will be nearly
impossible to place for or after treatment. As a result, many juvenile sex offenders will be kept in juvenile
correctional facilities far beyond the time it takes them to complete treatment. Children will be incarcerated not
because they need further treatment or pose a risk to public safety, but only because public policy will prevent

them from going anywhere ¢lse.

£nsuring that youth stay connected to healthy families and positive community supports is critical to reducing
recidivism. Yet, placing youth on public registries will actually serve to undermine this basic tenet of
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rehabilitation of youth. In some states, youth who are placed on public sex offender registries have found it
impossible to carry on their normal lives and be productive citizens. They can be denied fair opportunities for
housing, employment and education. They are routinely harassed and assaulted; many have had to be removed

. [6]
.rom their school for their own safety.  Community notification requirements can complicate the rehabilitation

and treatment of these youth. This stigma that arises from community notification serves to “exacerbate” the
: 7] ,

“poor social skills” many juvenile offenders possess ~ destroying the social networks necessary for rehabilitation.
(81 ' ?

Families also may find that in many states their “registered sex offender” child who lives with them makes their
residence illegal, as registered sex offenders cannot live within certain distances from schools and parks. Thus
SORNA stigmatizes and negatively affects the entire family, including the parents and other children in the home.

Putting Low-Risk Offenders on the Registry Decreases its Efficacy

Because children convicted of sex offenses pose an extremely low threat to public safety, the onerous and difficult
task of tracking these youth on public registries and publicly notifying relevant agencies for a minimum of 25
years will only serve to waste public dollars and destroy children’s lives. NJJN agrees with the National Alliance
to End Sexual Violence (NAESYV), which states that “over-inclusive public notification can actually be harmful to
public safety by diluting the ability to identify the most dangerous offenders and by disrupting the stability of
low-risk offenders in ways that may increase their risk of re-offense. Therefore, NAESV believes that internet
disclosure and community notification should be limited to those offenders who pose the highest risk of re-

[2] .
offense.”  Given that the recidivism rate for juvenile sex offenders is 8-14%, this means that at least 86% of
hose youth placed on the public registry pose no risk to public safety, and will only serve to overwhelm the
.egistry with useless and distracting data.

Placing Youth on a Public Registry will Expose them to Predators

_ Because youth’s home addresses are made public, they and their families become potential targets for vigilante
acts of violence. Moreover, because pedophiles can easily access through the registry youth’s names, pictures,
home addresses, schools, license plate numbers and other identifying information, the registry sets these youth up
to be victims of pedophiliac interest. Thus, placing children on public registries might ultimately re-victimize
them, many of whom already suffered from childhood sexual abuse.

Youth Adjudicated within the Juvenile Court Should Receive its Protections of Confidentiality

Although the National Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth recommends that youth sex offenders remain within
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, SORNA would abrogate the primary juvenile court tenet of confidentiality.
The confidentiality of the juvenile court system helps form the basis of effective intervention and treatment for
youthful offenders. This stripping away of confidentiality as it applies to children under the age of 18 cannot be
taken lightly. It cannot be too strongly emphasized that the children implicated by this provision have not been
convicted of a criminal offense, by deliberate action of the states’ legislatures and prosecuting authorities. Rather,
they have been adjudicated delinquent and, by virtue of that adjudication, have been found to be amenable to
treatment and deserving of the opportunity to correct their behavior apart from the stigma and perpetual collateral
consequences that typically accompany criminal convictions. Subjecting juveniles to the mandates of SORNA
interferes with and threatens child-focused treatment modalities and may significantly decrease the effectiveness

of the treatment.

~Jonclusion
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In closing, we urge the SMART Office to adopt guidelines that will allow states to meet the criteria for being in
substantial compliance with SORNA when those states have either chosen to exclude adjudicated juveniles from
the sex offender registry, or have chosen to exclude youth from the public registry and the requirements for

notification.

Sincerely,

Abby Anderson
Co-Chair, National Juvenile Justice Network
Connecticut Juvenile Justice Alliance

Betsy Clarke
Co-Chair, National Juvenile Justice Network
Executive Director, Illinois Juvenile Justice Initiative

Sarah Bryer
Director
National Juvenile Justice Network

1]

National Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth (NCSBY)
2] : ,
NCSBY, Center for Sex Offender Management (CSOM) and U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, (2001). Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended; A Review of the Professional Literature Report;

available at http://www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/.

3

NCSBY
4l

Zimring, F.E. (2004). An American Travesty. University of Chicago Press, p. 8.
(5] :

Ibid, p. 66.

Freeman-Longo, R.E. (2000). Revisiting Megan's Law and Sex Offender Registration: Prevention or Problem. American
Probation and Parole Association, p. 9.
1

Earl-Hubbard cited in Garfinkle, E., Comment, 2003. Coming of Age in America: The Misapplication of Sex-Offender
Registration and Community Notification Laws to Juveniles. 91 California Law Review 163.
8 : .

Rasmussen, cited in Garfinkle.
19

The NAESYV position paper on the Adam Walsh Act can be found online at:

itp:/Inaesv.org/Policypapers/Adam_Walsh_SumMarch07.pdf
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Tuesday, July 31, 2007 10:53 AM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Docket No. OAG 121

From: S
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:15 AM

To: GetSMART .
Subject: Docket No. OAG 121

To Whom .It May Concern:

I am writing to you as an advocate and Expert Consultant from the FAS (Fetal Alcohol Syndrome)
Family Resource Institute, the largest family-run organization representing families raising children with
Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorders (FASD). On behalf of those families whose children have committed
some type of act that is considered to be a sexual offense, we implore you to consider the tragic lifetime
impact these guidelines will likely have on those with FASD and other individuals developmental

disabilities and mental disorders.

In particular, the retroactive part of these guidelines would be a double travesty of justice, especially for
hese disabled individuals. Because of their reasoning and judgment deficits, they find it difficult if not
impossible to comply with registration requirements if they do not have sufficient support to help them
do it and/or if they think they are unreasonable. These guidelines make it nearly impossible for
individuals with FASD who commit any type of sexual offense to stay out of incarceration, much less
have any semblance of a normal life. It would totally destroy the success of those who have received a
lot of treatment and have managed to move beyond their earlier sexual offense(s) but who may still -
commit some other type of nonviolent crime (like theft) because of their compromised reasoning and
_ judgment. If I understand these guidelines correctly, any type of new crime would evoke a new
registration requirement which has the potential to suck them back into the justice system with the
potential of repeating cycles of probation and incarceration, and for some of them (like our son) for the

rest of their lives.

I'am also the adoptive mother of a now adult son who committed several serious sexual offenses in his
teen years, but who has not committed any sexual offenses as an adult (in over 10 years). My adopted
son is a case in point. He has FASD and an IQ in the normal range. Although he has a diagnosis of FAS,
he is still not understood by the professionals in the justice systems because they do not know enough
about his disability. He committed several serious offenses as a juvenile and was adjudicated within the
juvenile system. Even though he had extensive treatment within the juvenile system, he was required to
register as an adult sex offender. Because of his disability, he did not understand and was unable to
comply with registration requirements. (His father and I had moved to another state by this time, so we
were unable to give him help him with this.) As a result, he was repeatedly incarcerated for failure to
comply and his probation time was extended more each time. He was caught in a revolving door he
~ould not escape. Because of his "failure to comply" with the registration requirements, he was

onsidered to be at high risk for reoffending sexually. So extensive efforts and investigations were made
to discover any evidence of new sex offenses that he may have committed during this time (about 4
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years). There was no evidence to be found. But they continued to incarcerate him and view him as high
risk solely on the basis of his juvenile offenses and his inability to comply with registration as an adult,
which was due to his disability. He was not a danger to the community but many public dollars were
wasted on supervising and incarcerating him due to the fear that he was dangerous and many
nisunderstandings of his disability (the real reason underlying his "failure to comply" with registration

and probation requirements).

After repeated but unsuccessful attempts to advocate for him and educate those involved with him in the
criminal justice system, we realized that he had no chance for success. About this time, we found out
that the state in which we lived did not require juvenile offenders to register as adults. So we sought and
received state-level approval (from both states) for him to move to our state and finish his probationary
period under a curtesy supervision. We were then able to provide the supports he needed for him to
successfully complete his probation without further "noncompliance.”

It has been over ten years now since he was released from the juvenile authorities and there has been no
evidence or indication of any sexual offenses during this time. However, three years ago, he was
arrested and convicted for theft, after he sold a bunch of rented video games for some quick cash. I'm
sure this happened because of his disability and that he had no idea it would be considered a legal crime

for which he would be arrested when he did it.

If these guidelines had been in effect at the time of his juvenile arrests and convictions, he would have
probably been required to register for life and he would have most likely spent the rest of his life in and
out of jail. If the guidelines had been in effect three years ago, the retroactive clause would have falsely
re-labeled him an adult sex offender (which he isn't and never has been) and required him to start
registering again. This would have destroyed any remaining opportunities for employment and any
possibility for a normal life. And there is no guarantee now that, given his disability, he won't come up

vith some other scheme to get money without realizing it might be illegal.

I would imagine that the fiscal impact of implementing these guidelines could be huge. Court dockets
are typically more than full and prisons and jails are already overcrowded; these guidelines could
potentially put an even heavier burden on public resources by needlessly pulling many disabled
individuals back into the legal system on a long term basis and restricting their freedom even though
they have not committed a new sexual offense and without benefit of a trial. .

According to one research study (Streissguth), one out of one hundred people could be affected by
FASD. But the even sadder issue is that it is estimated that only about 1 - 2% of these disabled
individuals are properly diagnosed (Burd). Instead of funding the implementation of these punitive
guidelines that unfairly and critically impact mentally ill and disabled populations out of unfounded fear
of what they might do, doesn't it make more sense to invest public money to identify and diagnose
offenders with mental health disorders and disabilities and provide appropriate treatment and supports to

help them be as successful as possible?

If our son can be successful with the challenges and background he had, then others can too with

appropriate diagnosis, understanding and support. But they will not be able to do this if these guldelmes
are implemented as currently written. At the very least, please delay implementation of this Act and the
guidelines until these types of issues can be considered and researched, so they can be re-written on the

basis of established facts, not just fears.

'T'h_ank you for seriously considering these issues.
=
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.. Rosengarten, Clark ' ULV,

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 12:00 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark
Subject: FW: SORNA Proposed Guidelines, OAG Docket No. 121

From: Amanda Moore
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 9:28 PM

To: GetSMART :
Subject: SORNA Proposed Guidelines, OAG Docket No. 121

July 26, 2007

SMART Office -

810 70 Street NW
Washington, DC 20531

Subject: Docket No. OAG 121; A.G. Order No. 28802007

As a law enforcement officer, I place a high value on laws that offer more protection for the citizens of
our nation and that give those of us in law enforcement better tools with which to accomplish the task of
protecting the public. Unfortunately, many of the requirements of SORNA do not accomplish this goal

- but instead may do the opposite. SORNA guidelines do not focus on those offenders who are most
dangerous and from whom the public needs to be protected. States are given the option to place any or
all offenders in tier III, thus requiring a lifetime on the registry and increased verification. These
requirements increase the burden on law enforcement agencies requiring that we devote just as many
resources to lower risk offenders as we do to violent, dangerous predators.

SORNA allows a state to classify a violent rapist, a child molester, and a 19 year old who has
consensual sex with his minor girlfriend all on the same tier level requiring a lifetime on the registry.
The tier levels are not based on the actual circumstances of a crime but on the statute applied by the
state. This is especially a problem in a state such as Texas where the exact same offense is charged for
all three of these offenses. SORNA should mandate that crimes such as consensual sex with a minor be a
tier I offense allowing these people to be removed from the registry as early as possible so as not to
waste more of our valuable resources than needed. The toughest requirements should be reserved
exclusively for sex offenders who commit specific kinds of violent or predatory crimes. Blanket laws

defeat the purpose for the registry.

It is time for this nation to focus its resources on those offenders who have committed violent, forced
acts or acts against young children. These are the only offenders that should be required to register for
ery long periods of time or for life. It is time for lawmakers to insist that our resources actually protect
ather than make laws that draw attention but do little in the way of protection. SORNA in its current
state will not accomplish its goal and will not be of benefit to law enforcement.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Sincerely,

Amanda Moore



Rogers, Laura

From: Panizari, Robert (MPD) {robert.panizari@dc.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:29 AM
§, To: Rogers, Laura
¥ ce 4liams, Lisa (MPD)
Subject: Proposed Guidelines Comments/ Juvenile Offenders

Attachments: Juvenile Offenders.doc

PLEASE see attached comments.
THANKS

Sgt. RP & Det. LW
D.C. Police

8/9/2007



!osengarten, Clark

rm: Rogers, Laura ‘
* Wednesday, August 01, 2007 8:46 PM

Rosengarten, Clark

Supject: ~ Fw: Proposed Guidelines Comments/ Juvenile Offenders

\ttachments: Juvenile Offenders.doc

fore comments

----- Original Message -----

srom: Panizari, Robert (MPD) <robert.panizariedc.gov>

'o: - Rogers, Laura

‘c: Adams, Lisa (MPD) <lisa.adamsedc.gov>

sent: Tue Jul 31 11:28:56 2007

Subject: Proposed Guidelines Comments/ Juvenile Offenders

Juvenile

: fenders.doc (27 KB) .
PLEASE see attached comments.

[HANKS
*~t., RP & Det. LW

" Police



I bet it’s safe to say that all States have laws on the books that allow for Juveniles to be
prosecuted as adults for certain crimes. Here in the District of Columbia we refer to it as
TITLE 16 charges (homicide, rapes, etc.), and it covers juveniles 16/17 years of age. The
age for homicide was just lowered to allow for juveniles 15 years of age.

Now from what I heard at the Symposium the goal is to get the worst of the worst of
juvenile offenders on our registries so the community can be aware of there presents.

Now personally I think 14 is pushing it a little bit, however for the worst of the worst
maybe that’s not too young. But under the definition (iii) direct genital touching of a
child under the age of 16. Let’s SAY a 14 year old touches a 15 year old are we going to
label this a Tier 11l offense???

I mean we go from under 12 for engaging in a sexual act, to under 16 for touching????
Just some thoughts.

Sgt. Panizari, R.

Det. Williams, L.
D.C. Police

Sex Offender Registry
(202) 727-4407



Rogers, Laura
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From: (USSR

Sent:  Friday, June 22, 2007 10:00 AM
To: GetSMART
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

The SONRA defines minor as any person under the age of 18 years of age.

The problem with this is that many states define a minor at different ages and in most cases younger
than 18 years old. The SONRA has created a problem in that if a state wants to be incompliance with
the SONRA they will need to change the age of a minor to anyone under 18. This will cause problems in
the courts and other legal issues were an adult may sign documents. The other issue it will cause is that
a criminal act as defined by the SONRA may take place, and yet if the state law does not change it will
not be a violation of the law. If this is the case will federal prosecution take place? (even if the act was
legal by state law.)
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Rogers, Laura

From:

Sent:  Monday, June 25, 2007 2:04 PM

To: GetSMART

Cc: - christine_leonard@judiciary-dem.senate.gov
Subject: OAG Docket No 121 '

The SNORA should not include juvenile sex offenders! The laws of this country have always been
different for a juvenile offenders then for an adult offenders. The juvenile sex offender is not yet of full
mind. This is the same reason we do not feel that a underage female is of mind to consent to any sexual
act. Using this reasoning we should give juvenile sex offenders every benefit and every chance to
mature out of this behavior, giving them appropriate treatment. If however we place them on the sex
offender registry this will be life long consequences for a juvenile who has not come to full maturity and
does not understand fully the congruence's of the juvenile offence. If a court however has ruled that the

- offence committed is one that is so grievous that they want to try the juvenile offender as an adult then
the court of record should in that case, be able to have the option of placing the offender on the sex

offender registry.
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Rogers, Laura

From:  GUS

Sent:  Thursday, July 12, 2007.11:04 AM

To: GetSMART

Cc: christine_leonard@judiciary-dem.senate.gov
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

SORNA and age issues; the SNORA may have problems with some of the ages it has set. Some states
have different ages set as if a person is a minor or adult. And in some states a person can be minor and

yet be considered old enough to say yes to sex.

And while we are talking about ages. No state should be authorized to have Juvenile Offenders on any
sex offender registry and the SNORA should prohibit states from doing so. Unless the juvenile was
placed in Adult court with adult offender status and convicted as an adult. The requirement in some
states that when a juvenile is convicted as a Juvenile, but yet when the convicted sex offender juvenile
reaches adult age they must then register for the sex offender registry should also be prohibited.
Juvenile offenses should never be treated like adult convictions. Children are not of full mind yet, and
this status is no different than the age of consent laws. There are enormous differences between the
nature of a juvenile offense and those of an adult, predatory sex offender. Research demonstrates that
most youth who break the law during their childhood or adolescence can and will mature out of this
behavior given appropriate treatment and consequences. Labeling them as sex offender when they are
not an adult or after they turn old enough does no public good, and in fact may cause more harm; for
example if the sexual assault is a family member victim, families may fear getting help as they do not
want the shame of having their family member on a public sex offender registry. It has been a long
standing practice in this country to treat juveniles with a different standard then adults. This different

~ standard should be continued in the SNORA.
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Rogers, Laura

From:  Tim Poxson D

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 1:39 PM

To: GetSMART

Cc: christine_leonard@judiciary-dem.senate.gov
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

The SONRA as written now will include many more juveniles and include the requirement that
individuals who do not have a conviction on their record be included on sex offender registries. Both of
these concepts are going against what this countries criminal justice system has done in the past, when
the system understood that those who are juveniles have not grown to a point were they have a full
understanding of what they do. Point in case a person under a given age can not consent to having sex.
And to lump juveniles with others on the sex offender registry will do more harm than good to both the
public and the individual. In the long run when this juvenile grows up and can not get education,
employment or a place to live, society will in some form have to support this person. As to making
those who do not end up with a conviction, but yet requiring them to be on the sex offender registry; this
will hamper the courts and prosecution from using this tool to make the offender in some way
understand the wrong they were accused of and getting some mental health help for the problem. The
courts and the prosecution are in a better position to judge if a case warrants this type of solution to it,
then is the people in Washington DC who have not idea to the particulars of any one case. By making
this person after they have completed all the conditions of the court, and the case is ether set aside or the
conviction is not affirmed, the accused in such cases will not accept any court resolution to the case, but
- will instead go to full court trail.

8/16/2007



From: Tim P—

Sent: - Tuesday, July 31, 2007 4:48 PM

To: GetSMART

Cc: christine_leonard@judiciary-dem.senate.gov
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

If you take the time to read this article you will see that this child has sat in jail for over one year rather
then plead guilty as an adult. The reason is, he wants to stay off the sex offender registry. So the sex
offender registries are not punitive, tell the public that and this child. The other message here is that it is
better not to report this type of activity to the police. The wrong message is being sent by the SORNA
also. I understand the SORNA addresses the issue of age of victim and accused, but the problem here is
that the office of the AG does not get that these types of laws are punitive.

The parents of a teen accused of lascivious acts with a child say they are increasingly frustrated at a
legal system that they say has no idea what to do with their son and has provided them with next to no

communication.

"We don't want other families to go through what we're going through," said Zach Campton's step-
father, Chris Spidell. "What really irks us is here is a 16-year-old kid, 17 now, sitting in jail not
represented in an adult facility."

Campton was charged with the crime after having two sexual encounters with his girlfriend. At the ﬁme
she was 13 and he was 16 years old. He had been charged with more serious felomes but pleaded down

in a deal reached with the prosecutor.

At issue is whether he should be sentenced as an adult or juvenile. While that matter is being resolved,
Campton has spent the past year in the Marshall County Jail, even though he likely would be out already
if the sentencing had taken place as scheduled - no matter if it was done within him being either an adult

or juvenile.

While Campton does have an attorney representing him the appellate system, his parents report he has
no legal representation at the district court system.

"They told us until they know whether he's an adult or juvenile, they can't appoint someone to represent
him," Chris Spidell said.

When asked to describe what the past 18 months has been like for the Spidells, they both answered in
unison, "Hell." :

While the victim in the case has said she told him the intimate relationship was OK with her, Iowa law
does not give her the right to consent.

"It was in the report that it was consensual and as a matter of fact she snuck into our house when we
were asleep," Chris Spidell said.

While both the boy's mother, Karla Spidell, and Chris Spidell say Zach is not completely innocent in the
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matter, they do not feel his actions were criminal in nature. Karla Spidell said teens engage in intimate
relationships regularly.

"If they locked them all up for that, we wouldn't have any teenagers out," she asserted.
[

The couple reports they have had a very hard time getting any information about their son's case, which
is now under consideration by the Iowa Supreme Court. They also say they have not been very happy
with the responsiveness of the jail.

When procedures for visits changed, the couple went a couple of weeks without visiting their son
because they were not on the approved visitors list and believe Zack did not know what he had to do to

get them on the list.
"He has no clue about how any of this works," Karla Spidell said.

They also report their son has a contentious relationship with those working at the jail, which they
understand can just make things harder on him.

The Spidells have had no significant contact with the victim's family since the charges were brought, but
say they are angry with the victim's parents.

"I thought there was enough respect that he would come to us first, but no," Chris Spidell said.

Now, they are hoping that the court will have him sentenced as a juvenile. Either way, he will probably
get out of jail once a decision is reached. However, the Spidells say if he is sentenced as an adult, he will
have to register as a sex offender, a label that will follow him the rest of his life.

They also reject the assertion their son was manipulating the victim and coercing the female victim.

"Read these letters and tell me who was manipulating who," Chris Spidell said, producing a stack of
letters the victim had written to Campton. "If anything, they were manipulating each other."

In the meantime, the Spidells are hoping for a resolution to the situation before the end of the summer,
but they said a lawyer told them the case could still drag on for as long as a couple of years.
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 3:43 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: OAG Docket No. 121

From:;
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 11:38 PM

To: GetSMART
Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

.Laura L. Rogers, Director
Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitory, Apprehending, Registering and Trackmg

Justice Department’s Office of Justice Programs

Re: OAG Docket No. 121

I am writing with regard to Section IV Covered Sex Offenses and Sex Offenders of the Proposed
Guidelines for Adam Walsh Act.

SORNA should eliminate registration for all adjudicated juveniles throughout the United States. The
juvenile justice system of this country was established to protect our youth from public knowledge of
their youthful mistakes, Juvenile sex-offenders are the only group of youthful offenders who are denied
this civil right. These juveniles must live with their mistakes publicly displayed for 25+ years — no other
juveniles or criminals are required to suffer this public humiliation for a mistake made as a juvenile.

If SORNA is going to allow or require states to put adjudicated juveniles on the regxstry, then they
should provide those youths with some protection by utilizing a non-public registry that is available only
to members of law enforcement, but does not violate their rights to protection of their juvenile records.

Any listing ofa juvenile who was adjudicated should include on the registry the register’s age at the
time of their offence and should note that this was a juvenile adjudication.

The Classes of Sex Offenders (Section V) should also have a provision for a special tier for juvenile
adjudications...or place all juvenile adjudications at Tier I only. The alternative would be a special tier
for juvenile adjudications, as well as maintaining all juvenile adjudications on a non-public registration

for their entire registration period.

As a victim of molestation when I was a child by a non-family member, as well as now being a
grandmother, I can look at this from a victim and protective point of view. I believe that while
intentions are good, the legal system has gone overboard in its attempts to provide protection by
hrowing anyone and everyone onto a registry and in doing so they are providing a forum where the true
_edophiles are hidden amongst thousands of non-violent and/or adjudicated juveniles who will never
commit another sexual crime in their entire lifetime. Please remove these youth from the registry and
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give us a registry that is useful — one that lists only the true child pedophiles and horrendously violent
sexual offenders.

Sincerely,

Missed the show? Watch videos of the Live Earth Concert on MSN. See them now!

7/26/2007
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Monday, August 06, 2007 10:48 AM
To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subjeck FW: OAG Docket No. 121 - Treatment of Juveniles

From: Grace Grogan —
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:43 PM

To: GetSMART

Subject: OAG Docket No. 121 - Treatment of Juveniles

Office of Sex Offender Sentancing, Monitoring, Apprehendmg, Registering and Tracking

Justice Department’s Office of Justice Programs

REFERENCE: OAG Docket No. 121

I am writing to address concerns over how Juveniles are treated under the Proposed Guidelines for
SORNA.

The juvenile justice system of this country was established to protect youthful offenders from the

‘mistakes of their youth, in recognition that they are more impulsive, lack maturity and are less likely to

re-offend than any other group of offenders. For these reasons, SORNA should establish that all
juvenile offenders who were adjudicated be removed from sex offender registry requirements, regardless
of their age at the time of the offence or the category into which they were grouped by the court system.
Many juveniles that fall above the age 14 level established by SORNA are ‘Romeo and Juliet’ type
offences where it involves another individual in their same age range, or within five years or less.
Accusing an ex-boyfriend that you are angry with of criminal sexual conduct is fast becoming a popular
way of retaliation by young women. Unfortunately the court system is not perfect, and many young
men are on the registry because of faults in the system and the desire by the public to convict rather than
taking a clear and concise look at the evidence (or lack of evidence).

Many of these adjudicated juveniles also have completed sex-offender treatment programs; if
incarcerated, completion is a condition of their release. When a state-mandated treatment program
releases a juvenile from incarceration with the belief that that juvenile will not commit another sexual
offence, it makes no sense to then have the state pay to maintain that individual on the registry for 25+

years.

If SORNA is going to maintain juveniles on the list, then they should establish additional guidelines for
which a juvenile is removed from the list/and or not added to the list. This should include:

1. Juveniles who have completed a sex-offender treatment program
2. Juvenile adjudications in which there was no DNA Evidence to support that a crime

was committed
3. Juvenile adjudications where the age difference between the offender and victim is

less than 5 years.
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These additional guidelines should apply to any and all )uvemles regardless of their age at time of
offence or the offences under which they were charged.

Again, the ideal would be to remove all adjudicated juveniles from the registry entirely. This would also
provide the most consistency as there are many states where juvenile offenders are never placed on a

registry and other states that require all juveniles to register.

The alternative would be that in order to provide these adjudicated juveniles with the same rights of

- protection from their youthful mistakes that juveniles who commit other offences receive would be to
mandate that all juvenile adjudications be maintained on a non-public registry for the duration of their
registration period. This would allow the government to track those individuals, yet offer them the

- protection for which the juvenile justice system was established and allow them to prove themselves as

productive adults without the public stigma of sex offender on them before they have a chance to mature

into adulthood.
Thank you for your consideration.

A Concerned Citizen, Mother, Grandmother and
Member of the Coalition for a Useful Registry

PC Magazine's 2007 editors’ choice for best web mail—award-winning Windows Live Hotmail. Check it out!
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Rogers, Laura W JUV.
From:  Brent Gunne!|( NG

Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2007 10:08 PM
To: GetSMART
Subject: Docket No. OAG 121

Dear Sirs,

May I add my comments to the proposal for the national registration of "Sex Offenders".

The Justice? system is labeling every sex offender, by virtue of the term "SEX OFFENDER"
as a dangerous sexual predator, almost regardless of age. The separation of inappropriate
sexual contact by young people and the aggressive multiple sexual predator has been lost in

the public's mind!! '

As this problem will not be solved anytime soon, to further condemn the young by requiring
a lifetime of registration as a sex offender with the lifetime implications and impact on
everything from education, housing, marriage and jobs, seems like an over kill of mammoth
proportions. To complicate it further, it sounds like you will be going back retroactively to
include those whose inappropriate behavior occutred as young as 14. That is going to hurt

many lives and ruin some.

 Many if not most youthful inappropriate sexual contacts with other young people are not of
the predator type, but are often Romeo and Juliet circumstances. The problem for me is: the
vast majority of the young are engaged in this type of behavior and are never brought into
the criminal system as their behavior is private and never exposed. But those young people
who's parents, thinking counseling may be appropriate, or the young themselves who self
report are totally unprepared for the devastation the criminal system puts them through.

I am aware of several cases where inappropriate sexual behavior of young men and women
resulted in major felony charges (charges only exceeded by murder), reduced only to get a
plea offered by the prosecutors of one year in jail, lifetime registration, lifetime probation
and lifetime treatment by therapists! All this for touching!! Not intercourse, not rape, not
forced, but by mutual consent, usually experimenting with each other! Their lives are now
changed forever as there is no redemption from the Justice system for them.

By lumping all "sex offenders" into a category requiring such things as "lifetime

registration", rather than concentrating on the 5-6% of sex offenders who are predators is
not only costly, does not protect society, but dumb! Can't someone get it right for once?

Sincerely,

Brent Gunnell

8/16/2007
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Rogers, Laura

From: (N

Sent:  Monday, June 11, 2007 12:35 PM
To: GetSMART

Cc:

Subject: Juvenile Sex Offender Registration

I object to the mandatory registration of juveniles 14 years of age and older. | believe that registration should be
left to the discression of the Judge. There are numerous circumstances with juveniles that | believe should be

considered before registration.

I am a Licensed Sex Offender Treatment Provider in the State of Texas with acknowledgement as a Juvenile
Specialist. Additionally, | am a Licensed Clinical Social Worker and a Licensed Professional Counselor. | have
worked with juvenile offenders for over 30 years. In my experience, Judges take seriously the decision about
registration and are best able to consider the circumstances of the offense and the response of the juvenile to

supervision and teatment interventions.

Realizing that the Judge has an additional decision to make that affect their future becomes a positive motivator
fg&uveniles in treatment. Making registration mandatory removes that motivation. : :

Most if not all professionals treating juvenile’s with sexual behavior problems recognize that there is a significant
difference in dynamics and prognosis with juvenile offenses. This difference is reflected by the State of Texas no
longer designating juveniles as sex offenders. They are now called juveniles with sexual behavior problems.

In Texas a girl 12 years of age and under is not legally able to give consent for sexual relations. If her 14 year old
boyfriend is having a consensual sexual relationship with her, he would be guilty of Aggravated Sexual Assault of
a Child. Under the proposed rules he would be required to register for at least 15 years. Under current Texas
law, the Judge has the discression to delay his decision about registration pending outcomes from supervision
and treatment. | do not see how society is protected or served by requiring that boy to register.

Thank you for your consideration.

James J. Brown, LSOTP, LCSW, LPC



Rogers, Laura

From: QEEEANEED

Sent:  Saturday, May 19, 2007 11:30 AM
To:  GetSMART

Subject: concerns

To Whom it May Concern; ‘ ‘

It seems the new guidelines make lepers of people with sexual problems, instead of trying to treat them. How is
this helpful to our nation in the long run? It makes it impossible for them to start a new life. It makes it difficult to
find housing or employment.

OF MOST CONCERN is the fact that many so called sex offenders are not really sexual offenders, but get
labeled in such a manner by people who do not know about normal sexuality or experimentation by teens. | see

this happening more and more in the court and justice system.

I have a book (small) coming out soon that may help people understand sexuality and what is a sexual problem
and what is not, but rather is mislabeled. -

Please contact me for more information. :

S. Margretta Dwyer, Licensed Psychologist & Forensic Board Certified.
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Rogers, Laura

S p———

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2007 9:27 AM
To: GetSMART
Subject: Docket No. OAG 121

While | agree that we need to keep our children safe from sexual predators, we should not include children (under
the age of 17) in SMART, Allow our children the ability to have a normal life and learn from their mistakes, rather
than not giving them an opportunity at all.

Most adults who enter the judicial system get more chances than a child that is convicted of a sex crime. Have
some mercy. These are children.

Thank you,
Alisa Caldwell

b1
4
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Rogers, Laura

From: I
Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 7:49 PM
To: GetSMART

Subject: OAG Docket No 121

Please do not pass this billlll

There are many, young men and women that are not Pl"CdGTOf’S, whom have been

convicted as sex of fenders.

My son was 13 when he "molested”, my niece, my sister and brother-in-law, only wanted
him to get counseling. Which we did, but I took him in to make a statement, I told him to
tell the truth, (He touched her on her vagina) Which was then used as a confession,
charged as-an adult, and forced to plea. He was given lifetime probation and has to
register as a sex offender. Now he is 20 and has been a convicted sex offender for five
years. He has been in a residential treatment center. And been through three counseling
programs. He has been taken from our home and put in a men's shelter, and made to live
among felons. He has not been allowed to be among people his own age, making it very
difficult for him fo get a decent education. A psychologist has evaluated him twice, once

in 2002 and once in 2007, both times they have found that he is not dangerous. He is
not a pedophile! |

He cannot attend school, get a job, or rent a place to live, without telling them he is a
convicted felon, a SEX OFFENDER.

He is not the only one in this predicament.

The prosecutors have way too much power; they go this route without thinking of the
damage they do to families. -

THINK ABOUT WHAT HAPPENS TO FAMILIES, EVERYBODY MAKES MISTAKES.

IN TRYING TO PROTECT CHILDREN OUR SOCIETY HAS GONE OVERBOARD AND IS
HURTING OTHER CHILDREN IN THE PROCESS.
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Rogers, Laura 5’%/\,0

From:
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2007 5:20 PM
To: GetSMART

These sex offender laws are killing us!

My son made a one time mistake with a 15 1/2 year old girl. It WAS consensual, yet he was given 10
years for this one act. Never allowed into evidence was the fact that the girl had given in her police
statement that her ex-step-brother had gotten her pregnant when she was 14 and he was 18. He has
never been arrested for this. Also, the girl was claiming rape against another high school boy up until
the time her uncle had my son arrested!

This was no dewy eyed virgin we are talking about but a sexually active young woman.

The worst part of all is that when my son comes home after serving his time he will continue to serve
time for the rest of his life as a registered sex offender. No decent job, no decent home, no chance at a
decent life. How can you believe this is fair justice?

My son's own lawyer told my son if he had killed the girl he could have gotten him off with less time!
After watching the news lately, this is sadly true. And what's more, he could have killed the girl, gotten
off with half his sentence served with good time, come home and lived free!

AMERICAN claims justice for all............. sex offenders are the new scape goat.

Yahoo! oneSearch: Finally,mgbile search that gives answers, not web links.

8/16/2007



Rogers, Laura

From: P
int: aturday, June 16, 2007 6:10 PM

w GetSMART
-ubject: oag121

plz consider the sex offender list not to include young people that just made a inmuture
mistake. they are not pedifiles. their lives are ruined even before getting started in
life. i say this out of experience. they cant get a job at any corporation that does
backround checks. most companies now a days do that. this is a horrible injustive to
these boys.

if you heard my story you wouldnt hardly believe it. Jjudge mester in oakland county
understands the law is not correct also. if, people would educate themselves on the law
before jumping to conclusion any normal human being could not punish children the way that
sex offender list is doing to young boys. thank you sl :

Make every IM count. Download Messenger and join the i?m Initiative now.
It?s free. http://im.live.com/messenger/im/home/?source=TAGHM_June07



Rogers, Laura

From: QNN
Sent:  Friday, June 01, 2007 12:17 PM

To: GetSMART
Subject: Guidelines for Sex Offenders

The bashing of sex offenders is disproportionate to the vast numbers of garden-variety types
that fill up our prisons and registries: a lower-functioning young man in late teens to early
twenties with an underage, teenage girlfriend. Two suggestions: change the name of such a
crime from 'Sexual Assault of a Child' to something else to distinguish it from sex crimes
against pre-pubescent children. For example: 'Sex with Underage Partner' and lower the
penalties for such crimes.

Donald R. Hands, Ph.D., CCHP. .

This email, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution Is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by email and destroy
all copies of the original message.... Thank you.
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Rogers, Laura

From:

“wnt: ednesday, July 25, 2007 8:24 PM
: GetSMART

~abject: Docket No. OAG 121

Here are my comments on the Attorney General's proposed guidelines for'Adam
Walsh: .

1. This will negatively impart children as young as 14 if it includes retroactive
inclusion in the national registry. This is unfair and dragonic.

This will ruin many lives. ’

2. The proposed guidelines tend to lump all sex offenders into one. There is a difference
between a 22 or 22 year old who is immature and a predatory man of 40 or 50.

3. The sentencing structure allows for gps monitoring and lifetime probation. This is more
punishment than a drunk gets for driving drunk and killing a family. The severity of the
punishment is much harsher than for other classifications of crimes.

4. The punishment is always aimed at the older of the relationship; take for example the
19 or 22 year old with a younger girl. It is always "assumed"

that she is the victim merely because of her age. Girls nowadays are a lot more sexually
active and with older guys- they want older guys because of the status, the job and the
vehicle. If it is a crime to have sex under the age of consent, then why are the younger

consensually consenting girls not being prosecuted?

I am the mother of a young man who is now a convicted sex offender because he had
consensual sex with a teen - his life is ruined but she has moved on to another over 18

guy. Who will stop her?

~incerely,

http://newlivehotmail.com



July 25, 2007

SMART Office
810 7" Street NW
Washington, DC 20531

Subject SORNA Proposed Guidelines, OAG Docket No. 121
Thank you for taking the time to consider our concerns regarding SORNA.

SORNA in its current from will not accomplish the goal of protecting our nations children. Too
much emphasis is being placed on lower risk offenders thus not allowing very high risk offenders
to receive the scrutiny they deserve. SORNA allows, and even encourages, a state to use the
exact saime resources for both low and high risk offenders by not using circumstances and risk

levels to classify tier levels.

The tier levels are based on the crime of conviction or years of incarceration rather than the
actual offense and risk for re-offense. This means that the same offense may be placed on
different tier levels in different states depending on the state statutes. This is most obvious when
an offense involves a young offender having a sexual relationship with a consenting minor. The
laws vary so widely from state to state that the exact same offense will be a tier I, tier II, or tier 111
offense or not even considered an offense at all in some states. For instance, if a 19 year old
young man has a consensual romantic sexual relationship with a 14 year old girl in Kentucky it
would be Sexual Misconduct ( class A misdemeanor), in Arkansas it would be 4t degree sexual
assault (misdemeanor), in Missouri, Hawaii, Illinois, and Maine it would not be a crime at all,
and in Texas it would be Sexual Assault (2“" degree felony), the exact same offense as a violent

forced rape.

If the intent is to make the registry consistent throughout the nation, SORNA will fall far short of
 its intent. I am sure you are familiar with the case in Georgia regarding the young man who is

serving a ten year prison term for a consensual relationship with a consenting 15 year old girl
when he was 17. He will be required to register as a sex offender for life when he is released. Just
last week the 18 year old son of Mark Lunsford was given ten days in jail and no time on the
registry for his relationship with a 14 year old girl. In lowa a young man has been in jail for over
a year because of a relationship with a 13 year old consenting female while he was 16. This
young man has not been sentenced but is being held because the court has not decided if he
should be considered a juvenile or not. In Texas a young father of three is required to register for
life as a sex offender because of a sexual relationship with his wife before they were married
while he was 19 and she was 16. Another young man in Texas has been required to register for
life because of a relationship with his girlfriend that began when he was 18 and she was 14 and
lasted for almost a year before the parents became angry with their daughter and chose to punish
her by filing charges against her boyfriend. These are just a few examples of the thousands of
cases all over this country that involve young men who were involved in consensual sexual

relationships with willing minors.

These young men do not belong on the sex offender registry. At the very least they should be
considered low risk, tier I offenders and be given the chance to be removed from the registry




once they have been punished. SORNA does allow for those in consensual relationships with no
more than a four year age difference but it is left up to the individual states to be more harsh if so
desired. However, does it make sense that a young man 3.9 years older than his girlfriend is not
required to register while one 4.1 years older is required to register for life as a tier Il offender?
Obviously not. The tier level should be based on the circumstances of the offense not the offense
of conviction. In Texas, a violent rapist, a 50 year old predator , and a 19 year old with a minor
girlfriend are charged with the exact same offense. Therefore, they will all be considered tier III
offenders and be on the registry for life. They will all be required to verify registration four times
a year. The exact same resources will be used to enact the SORNA guidelines for the child
predator as the young man in a consensual relationship. This is a tremendous waste of resources

over a lifetime that could be much better spent.

Why would a state want to place these young offenders in the tier 11l category. Simply put, they
receive more federal funds based on having more registered sex offenders. This is clearly a
situation where a state is abusing federal funds. It is time for our lawmakers to return to the
original intent of the sex offender registry by using it to register those persons who are convicted
for violent, forced sexual acts or predatory acts against a child. SORNA must eliminate the
registration of others or at the very least place them in tier L. To do otherwise severely hampers
and reduces the effectiveness of sex offender registration and notification and waste billions of
dollars in resources that could be used to truly offer protection from high risk offenders.

Minnesota resident Patty Wetterling, who lost her young son Jacob18 years ago inamost
unimaginable way is a familiar is concerned about these laws. Jacob was approached and
abducted by a masked man in a pick up truck while riding his bike with his brother and another
friend in his quiet suburban town. To this day, Jacob has not been found. His mother, Patty was
one of the very first high profile child victim advocates to successful lobby for legislative change
on Capitol Hill. The Jacob Wetterling Act, named after her missing son, was signed into law in
1994. It required states to maintain a registry of convicted sex offenders for law enforcement
purposes that was not accessible to the general public. The targets of “The Act” were sexually

violent, dangerous, repeat offenders.

- It was a good law. However, in the intervening years it has been amended numerous times, most
notably by Meagan’s Law, which made the information contained in the registry public
information and mandated community notification. Most recently it has been amended yet again,
by the Adam Walsh Act courtesy of John Walsh of America’s Most Wanted and disgraced former
Republican Congressman Mark Foley of Florida. All of the subsequent amendments to the
original act have been named after a child that has been brutally murdered, whether by a
registered sex offender or not. Each amendment has consistently expanded the definition of a sex
offender and increased penalties to the point of utter ridiculousness, and Patty Wetterling has had
enough. Lawmakers and big business have effectively made a mockery of the Jacob Wetterling

tragedy and Patty is speaking out for change.

Patty Wetterling says it's an example of sex offender laws that go too far. "Everybody wants to
out-tough the next legislator.”I'm tough on crime,” they’ll say, 'No, I'm even more tough.' It's all
about ego and boastfulness," says Wetterling. Wetterling says she wants public policy to be



effective. She says broad sweeping laws that treat all offenders the same waste resources and
lives. John Walsh was quoted in US4 Today saying, "We tried so hard to make this just for
serious sex offenders.” What happened? _ A

Allison Taylor, executive director of the Texas Council on Sex Offender Treatment, which
coordinates that state's sex-offender treatment strategies says, "The systems at the state and
federal levels need to be fixed." We have 41,000 names on our (sex offender) registry," she says.
"If we could take our money and focus it on the 10% or so who are most likely to reoffend, we
could make great progress.” That's why federal and state agencies need to concentrate their
spending on the worst offenders, Taylor says. She says that current laws require the state to keep
tabs on everyone on the registry, no matter how likely each is to commit another crime. That
drains money from efforts to identify, treat and monitor the most hard-core offenders. "Our

thinking needs to be overhauled," Taylor says. -

It is our hope that the federal guidelines will be amended so that more emphasis will be placed on
high risk offenders and not allow the same valuable resources to be used monitoring lower risk
offenders for long periods of time. Spreading our resources over such a wide range does not
allow for the close scrutiny of dangerous offenders that is necessary to adequately protect anyone.
SORNA tier levels should be amended so that only those from whom we truly need protection

receive the focus of our resources.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Jamés and Beverly Elam




Rogers, Laura

From: Laura Shod NN

Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 4:56 PM
To: - GetSMART
Subject: docket number OAG 121

If I am understanding this correctly, it states that juveniles who have been convicted of a sex
offense will be required to register as adults do at this time, and this is retroactive.

Has anyone considered the fact that many adolecents who act out sexually have been molested
themselves? This is a learned behavior, kids don't just wake up one morning and start molesting
other children. Therefore when people state: "'Victims are damaged for life." this also includes
those children who have been molested themselves and then in turn molested others. This does
not excuse them for their behavior toward others, but rather in many cases explains the behavior.

The fact still remains that they need the same impathy and consideration for being healed as any
other victim. Along with that they have to live with the guilt of knowing that they have inflicted
the same kind of hurt onto another human being as was inflicted onto them. They need counseling
to help them sort out their feelings and understand what and why they feel as they do to redirect

them in a more positive, healthy way of being.

Many adolecents are in negative situations which impose the behaviors onto them, they are a
_victim of circumstances and are simply acting out due to such. '

Also the idea of treating them as an adult is innapropriate, as adelescents are still developing,
unlike adults. Most juveniles who have committed sex offenses are boys around 13 or 14 (puberty
is in full force) which the vast majority, 90 percent or more, will not offend as adults. This is
especially true for the cases in which there has been intervention through courts with parent
involvement in which the child goes through a treatment program successfully. People can change
for the better, especially children who are easily influenced through positive behavior

modifications.

With all of this being said, is it fair to require juvenile sex offenses to be registered, only to be
ostracized by peers and neighbors damaging their self esteem and causing negative behaviors in
return? After all this type of stress is what triggers re-offending. Does anyone truly think this
will fix the problem? It will only cause more offenses, after all if you are repeatedly told or
marked as a "bad person'* you will become or be a ''bad person."

And for the adult who offended as a child who has since lived as a perfect role model for all those
around them to be shamed for an act which was committed as a child, now to completely shake
their entire existence in the community which could possibly cause them to lose their job, be cast
out by their friends and neighbors who have otherwise loved and trusted them for the person they

have been their entire life?

Everyone has done something in the past in which they regret and wish not to be known by the
public. We all make mistakes and we learn by them. Therefore becoming a stronger and better

person leaving the negative in the past.

8/16/2007



I feel it is in the best interest of victims, perpetrators and the general population to not require
adolecents to register as an adult does. It would simply mark them life causing them the inability
to learn from their mistakes and live a normal life as they are entitled to. If a child successfully
finishes a treatment program the likely hood of them re-offending is very low. Let them live their
life as "lesson learned" as all of us have been given the gift of forgiveness in one way or another.

If a child then offends as an adult, or after going through treatment, they should be required to
register as an adult. Due to the fact at that point they obviously were not able to be rehabilitated
and the chances are that they are one of the 10% who will continue to offend throughout their
adult life. But it is not fair to ruin the lives of the 90% who will not re-offend to "'possibly"
prevent the other 10%. You would be doing more harm than good in requiring adolecents to

register.

I have six children of my own, parental supervision is a must for prevention. If people truly want
to make the situation better, they should inform school age children of the fact that it is against the
law for anyone under the age of 16 to be sexually active in any way, shape or form. Also that if
they do engage in sexual behavior and it is reported to authorities (regardless of whether they
thought it was consensual) they will face being committed of such crimes, placed on probation,
placed in a residential facility, be required to go through a therapeutic treatment program etc......
Rather than telling them their body parts and what te do with them then letting them know it

is normal to be interested in exploring and giving them condoms!!!
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Rogers, Laura K\,UO
From: |
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2007 9:51 PM

To: GetSMART ]
Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

July 25, 2007

Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Registering & Tracking
Of the Justice Department
Office of Justice Programs

Re: OAG Docket No. 121
Dear sirs,

I am concerned that many young men and women ate on the registry now that do not really belong.
The registry should be a list of people that the public needs to be aware of not a list of kids playing
doctor or teens making poor decisions. I appreciate that the Smart Office is trying to put together
guidelines for the individual States, but as the past has shown each State treats the same situations
differently. Below I have listed my concerns. I have quoted the National Guidelines in black and my
comments in blue. I hope my comments will be useful in your endeavors to protect all the people of

this country.

Section: A Convictions Generally, Paragraph 5 states “SORNA does not require registration for
Juveniles adjudicated delinquent for all sex offenses for which an adult sex offender would be
required to register, but rather requires registration only for a defined class of older juveniles who are
adjudicated delinquent for committing particularly serious sexually assaultive crimes or child
molestation offenses.” Many 16 and 17 year old in different states are prosecuted as adults. If an
individual is under the age of 18 they two should be included in this non registering group. It is very
necessary for the state to be able to take individvals off the list if the person is exempt as per the new
legislation without fear of losing federal funding.

Section: C Sex Offenses Generally, Paragraph 7 States “SORNA qualifies the foregoing definition of
“sex Offense” To exclude an offense involving consensual conduct. The exclusion for certain cases
involving child victims based on victim age and age difference means that a jurisdiction may not have
to require registration in some cases based on convictions under provisions that prohibit sexual acts or
contact (even if consensual) with underage person. For example, under the laws of some jurisdictions,
an 18 year old may be criminally liable for engaging in consensual sex with a 15 year old. The
jurisdiction would not have to require registration in such a case to comply with the SORNA
standards, since the victim was at least 13 and the offender was not more than four years older.
SORNA must allow states to take existing offenders who qualify for this exclusion off the list without
threat of loss of funding. Michigan changed its law in 2004 so that so called Romeo and Juliet cases
would not be put on the registry but ones already on were not allowed to come off because the state
was told they would lose federal funding. Older Romeo and Juliet cases were able to petition fora 10
year registry which reduces their registration by 15 years. These are the cases that no one wants to see
on the registry. These teens are not child molesters, they are promiscuous teens. I feel their actions
are morally wrong and have no problem with a suitable punishment for both parties of community
service but these kids should not be on the registry with child molesters and severely sick people.
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Michigan is a state with no tiers. A fifty year old who molests an 8 year old is on the same list the
same way as a 17 year old who had consensual sex with his 15 year old girl friend. There is definitely
a difference between these two offenders. Also since all states are allowed to decide how they wish to
precede these particular individuals (Romeo Juliet Cases) should be allowed in a level one tier. I
understand the idea is to get these cases off the registry but you know some state will stay as strict as
possible. A teen prosecuted in Michigan who goes to Arkansas will be on the list as a tier 2 because
of the new policy for categorizing the tiers and its will be on the list in AR while individuals with
similar crimes in AR will not have to register. »

Section: D Specified Offenses Against Minors, paragraph 2 states “Solicitation of a Minor to engage
in sexual conduct. Any direction, request, enticement, persuasion or encouragement of a minor to
engage in sexual conduct.” Paragraph 11 states “Criminal Sexual Conduct involving a minor and
related internet activities. This clause covers criminal sexual conduct involving a minor or the use of
the internet to facilitate or attempt such conduct” Paragraph 14, “Conduct by its nature a sex offense
against a minor.” These paragraphs should include an exemption of teens within four years of age.
Otherwise many teens could become susceptible to these paragraph.

Section V. Classes of Sex Offenders, paragraph 4 defines tier 1. Tier 1 as written can not include
Romeo and Juliet cases that involve intercourse because it only includes cases that sentencing would
not be more that a year in jail. All case where intercourse is involved would require jail time of more
than a year. I know the idea is to get the Romeo and Juliet cases off the registry but you know that
will not happen in all states. If you register in one state you must register in all. Some states need a
way to assimilate new entries into their system, who normally would not be registered if prosecuted in
that state. It would help to include individuals within 4 years of age of each other that have had a
consensual encounter to be included in this provision under tier 1. Each state would have to review

~ the individual but at least they would have the option to put the individual in an appropriate level.
This would allow states that would not normally prosecute a Romeo and Juliet Case to at least allow a
person moving into their community to be evaluated as fairly as possible. For example a 17 year old
junior in high school in 2003 had a consensual sex with his sophomore girl friend who is 15. In
Michigan where he was prosecuted as an adult he is listed on the internet with no tier. The family
moves to a tier state like Arkansas, the offender has be assessed and is assessed as a tier one a low risk
to re offend and is registered but not on the public registry. The same is true in Massachusetts. If this
bill goes by as it is now this boy would be a level 2 in MI, AR & MA. He would have to be places on
the internet in AR & MA where people with similar circumstances might be entirely off the registry,
this is unfair. I think it is important to add the Claus for the Romeo and Juliet’s in tier one so the
states have the ability to decide what best suites their needs. Tier ones can include incidences with a
minor when the offender is a minor, person 18 years of age or under or within four years of the victim
under specific circumstances. The time is right in Michigan and I hope they will change the law to
take the older Romeo Juliet cases off but so many other kids will be trapped because there case does

not fit the mold exactly.

It scares me to think of all the Romeo Juliet cases where the offender’s life will be destroyed by the
submission and publication of all the information required on the registry: Phone #, cell phone,
License plate, vehicle description, email address, IM, Employer name and address. [ do not know
how these people will keep or get a job. I guess they will live on state assistance. Most of this info
should be for police but not the public where there is little risk of a re offense. This is another reason
for listing these cases as Tier ones, so that incidences with a minor when the offender is a minor,
person 18 years of age or under can be taken off the list or at least a non public list so that they are not
a burden to the state. Not every Romeo Juliet cases can prove it was consensual so states must be

given some room for discretion.
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Section XII Duration of Registration :
Here is another reason Romeo and Juliet should be allowed under tier 1 because they can be reduced
to 10 years if they have a clean record. It should only require a clean sexual record for 10 years. A
~ successful completion of a sex offender treatment program certified by jurisdiction must be completed
to qualify for the 10 years only if sentenced to it. - Many kids are not sentenced to a treatment play so
how can it be required if not sentenced to it. :
I think it is unfair to place all Romeo Juliet’s under tier 2 requiring registration for 25 year with no
hope of early release. Some states will require a Romeo Juliet case where a 17 year olds who had
consensual sex with their underage girl friend on the list until they are 42. Not all state will elect to
take these cases off the registry, so other states need a way to assimilate new entries into their system,
who normally would not be on the state registry if prosecuted in that state. I think you could add a
Claus for the Romeo Juliet’s here too. Cases where the victim and offender are within 4 years of each
other, who hold a clean sexual record for 10 years can apply for reduction of registration to 10 years.
~ In Michigan the 17 year old boy I gave as an example was sentenced to 25 years even though the
judge did not want him on the list at all. He said he did not belong there. Michigan changed the law
so that the 17 year old could petition for a 10 year registration. The 17 year old had to complete
probation, the case had to be specifically because of the age of the victim and he had to prove that he
was a low risk to re offend. The seventeen year old was granted the 10 years. If Michigan went by
SORNA standards, without changing the law to allow Romeo & Juliet’s off, this young man would be
a tier 2 and register for 25 years retroactively even though he was sentenced to less. This needs to be
changed so that if sentenced to less time on the registry than the new law requires the lesser registry is
maintained. Individual states could review the case during the sentenced year of release and decide if
the record is clean enough to let the individual off the registry. This could be specifically for ‘
offenders within 4 years of age from the victim. Maybe it could be decided by a judge during the year

limit of the lesser sentence.

Thank you for your attention and assistance in this matter. I truly appreciate the work you are doing

Sincerely,
Bonnie Kupillas

Get a sneak peek of the all-new AOL.com.
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:04 AM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: OAG Docket No. 121

From: Courtney Kupillas ‘
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 2:31 PM .

To: GetSMART
Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

To Whom It May Concern,

I read the OAG Docket No. 121 and wanted to voice my concerns. ] want every effort made to
eliminate registration altogether for youthful indiscretions. I think it is unfair and unjust to punish teens
for having engaged in natural human curiosity with the opposite sex. Those who engage in consensual
experimentation within a few years of each other should not be labeled on a list, or exploited to the
world as "offenders." These people are teenagers, who were tempted by their new bodies and feelings
and made a wrong decision by engaging in exploration with a peer. There are to many young people on
the sex offender list who have been condemed for years based off stupid decisions or teenage mistakes

they made in their past.

Below are a few additional clauses I would ad to your guidelines.

1. Itis very necessary for the State to be able to take existing offenders who qualify for exemption as
per the new legislation of the registry without fear of losing federal funding.

2. Solicitation of a Minor to engage in sexual conduct, any direction, request, enticement, persuasion
or encouragement of a minor should have an exemption for teens within four

years of age, otherwise many teens could become susceptible to this offense.

3. In a Tier system, Tier one, as written, can not include Romeo & Juliet cases that involve
intercourse because it only includes cases that involve jail sentencing of less than a year. All cases
where intercourse or oral sex is involved would require sentencing of more than a year. A clause
should be added to allow offenders under the age of 18 or within four years of the age of the victim to
be assessed as a level one if the state deems them to _

be a low risk to re offend. In this way a state has the option to take their residence prosecuted in

there state off the registry and they have options on how to treat a offender coming in from a

stricter state.

4. The guidelines do allow states to elect to allow a non public registry for level one tier. States should
be able to decide if offenders within four years of their victim that

committed a felony are eligible for the level one non public registry. Many state today

already have this non public registry for youthful felonies that are considered low risk to re offend,
the new guidelines as written would take this option away. This option must remain in tack for the
states.

5. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they have a clean record for the ten
ears. It should only require a clean sexual record.

.. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they successful complete a sex

offender treatment program certified by jurisdiction. This should only be if you

7/31/2007



were sentenced by the judge to do so. If it was not required at sentencing then it should not be required
for the petition.

7. In a tier system a level two offender is required to register for 25 years. A clause should be added
that allows offenders who are within a 4 year age difference of the victim to

oetition for a reduction in years of registration if their sexual record is clean for 10 years.

8. Some states like Michigan already allow for reduction in years of registration for offenders, convicted
of a felony, who were within three years of the victims age, who have completed probation, who have
been prosecuted specifically because of the age of the victim and who have proven that they are at low
risk to re offend. These offenders have had their

registration reduced to 10 years by a judge. The new guidelines would require these same individuals to
now register for 25 years. This should be changed to allow the individual to register as per the judges

decision.

Make the effort to protect those who need protecting. Teens are to young to be held accountable for laws
that we as a society do not tech them: Placing a boy on a list with rapists, when he had consensual sex
with a high school peer (a few months over a year apart in age) is obsured. These young men and

* women should not be condemed because of teenage curiosity and they should not be punished and
labeled as "sexual offenders and preditors" when their individual circumstances were not preditorial to

begin with.

As a country it is our obligation to teach our children and our teenagers the law and how to obide it.
Sagetory rape is not explained to youths as a peer on peer encounter. It is explained as a "sick person,” a
"bad person,” an "older person” with bad thoughts and who is harmful in an attacking way. These teens
are not aware that they themselves could be considered "preditors." They are not aware of these extreme
laws that could hinder there future. In adulthood, ignorance is no excuse but to condem a high school
teenager for ignorance to this law is shameful on us as a society. You need to protect these youths.

['hank you,

Courtney Kupillas

Sick sense of humor? Visit Yahoo! TV's Comedy with an Edge to see what's on, when.
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Roggrs, Laura

From: Christopher J Kupillas

_ Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 2:24 PM
% GetSMART
ubject: Re: OAG Docket No. 121

To Whom It May Concern,

I want every effort made to eliminate registration altogether for youthful indiscretions.
Their are many Romeo & Juliet type cases on the registry along with children playing
doctor, I want those individuals off the registry.
Below are a few additional clauses I would ad to your guidelines.
1. It is very necessary for the State to be able to take existing offenders who qualify
for exemption

as per the new legislation of the registry without fear of losing federal funding.
2. Solicitation of a Minor to engage in sexual conduct, any direction, request,
enticement, persuasion or .

encouragement of a minor should have an exemption for teens within four years of age,
otherwise many

teens could become susceptible to this offense.
3. In a Tier system, Tier one, as written, can not include
Romeo & Juliet cases that involve intercourse

because it only includes cases that involve jail sentencing of less than a year. All

cases where
intercourse or oral sex is involved would require sentencing of more than a year. A

clause should be
added to allow offenders under the age of 18 or within four years of the age of the

victim to be assessed .
as a level one if the state deems them to be a low risk to re offend. In this way a

~tate has the option to )
take their residence prosecuted in there state off the registry and they have options
. how to treat . :
a offender coming in from a stricter state. .
4. The guidelines do allow states to elect to allow a non public registry for level one

tier. States should be
able to decide if offenders within four years of their victim that committed a felony

are eligible for the level
one non public registry. Many state today already have this non public registry for

youthful felonies that
are considered low risk to re offend, the new guidelines as written would take this

option away. This

option must remain in tack for the states.
5. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they have a clean

record for the ten years.
It should only require a clean sexual record.
6. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they successful

complete a sex offender
treatment program certified by jurisdiction. This should only be if you were

sentenced by the judge to o ,
- do so. If it was not required at sentencing then it should not be required for the

petition. :

7. In a tier system a level two offender is required to register for 25 years. A clause

should be added that
allows offenders who are within a 4 year age difference of the victim to petition for

a reduction in
years of registration if their sexual record is clean for 10 years.

8. Some states like Michigan already allow for reduction in years of registration for

offenders, convicted of a .
felony, who were within three years of the victims age, who have completed probation,

> have been
prosecuted specifically because of the age of the victim and who have proven that they

are at low risk to )
re offend. These offenders have had their registration reduced to 10 years by a

1



judge. The new guidelines

would require these same individuals to now register for
25 years. This should be changed to allow

the individual to register as per the judges decision.



Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:06 AM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: OAG DOCKET #121

From: eileenheane

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 12:38 PM
To: GetSMART

Cc: Bonnie Kupillas

Subject: OAG DOCKET #121

----- Original Message

From:—

To: getsmart@usdoj.gov
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 12:24 PM
Subject: Youthful Offenders

To Whoni It May Concern,

I want every effort made to eliminate registration altogether for youthful indiscretions. Their are many
Romeo & Juliet type cases on the registry along with children playing doctor, I want those individuals
off the registry. Below are a few additional clauses I would ad to your guidelines. _
1. Tt is very necessary for the State to be able to take existing offenders who qualify for exemption
as per the new legislation of the registry without fear of losing federal funding.
2. Solicitation of a Minor to engage in sexual conduct, any direction, request, enticement, persuasion or
encouragement of a minor should have an exemption for teens within four years of age, otherwise
many

teens could become susceptible to this offense.
3. In a Tier system, Tier one, as written, can not include Romeo & Juliet cases that involve intercourse

because it only includes cases that involve jail sentencing of less than a year. All cases where
intercourse or oral sex is involved would require sentencing of more than a year. A clause should be
added to allow offenders under the age of 18 or within four years of the age of the victim to be

assessed .
as a level one if the state deems them to be a low risk to re offend. In this way a state has the option to

~ take their residence prosecuted in there state off the registry and they have options on how to treat

a offender coming in from a stricter state. .
4. The guidelines do allow states to elect to allow a non public registry for level one tier. States should

be
able to decide if offenders within four years of their victim that committed a felony are eligible for

the level :
one non public registry. Many state today already have this non public registry for youthful felonies

that
are considered low risk to re offend, the new guidelines as written would take this option away. This

~ option must remain in tack for the states.
5. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they have a clean record for the ten years.
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It should only require a clean sexual record.

6. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they successful complete a sex offender
treatment program certified by jurisdiction. This should only be if you were sentenced by the judge to
do so. If it was not required at sentencing then it should not be required for the petition.

/. In a tier system a level two offender is required to register for 25 years. A clause should be added that
allows offenders who are within a 4 year age difference of the victim to petition for a reduction in

 years of registration if their sexual record is clean for 10 years, _ .
8. Some states like Michigan already allow for reduction in years of registration for offenders, convicted

ofa _
felony, who were within three years of the victims age, who have completed probation, who have

been
prosecuted specifically because of the age of the victim and who have proven that they are at low risk

to
re offend. These offenders have had their registration reduced to 10 years by a judge. The new

guidelines
would require these same individuals to now register for 25 years. This should be changed to allow

the individual to register as per the judges decision.

EILEEN HEANEY :
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- Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 12:01 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject FW: OAG Docket No. 121

From:

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 8:56 PM
To: GetSMART

Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

To Whom It May Concern,

I want every effort made to eliminate registration altogether for youthful indiscretions. Their are many
Romeo & Juliet type cases on the registry along with children playing doctor, I want those individuals
off the registry. Below are a few additional clauses I would ad to your guidelines.

1. It is very necessary for the State to be able to take existing offenders who qualify for exemptlon
as per the new legislation of the reglstry without fear of losing federal funding.
2. Solicitation of a Minor to engage in sexual conduct, any direction, request, enticement, persuasion or
encouragement of a minor should have an exemption for teens within four years of age, otherwise
many

+ teens could become susceptible to this offense.
3. In a Tier system, Tier one, as written, can not include Romeo & Juliet cases that involve intercourse

because it only includes cases that involve jail sentencing of less than a year. All cases where

intercourse or oral sex is involved would require sentencing of more than a year. A clause should be

added to allow offenders under the age of 18 or within four years of the age of the victim to be
assessed

as a level one if the state deems them to be a low risk to re offend. In this way a state has the option to

take their residence prosecuted in there state off the registry and they have options on how to treat

a offender coming in from a stricter state.
4. The guidelines do allow states to elect to allow a non public registry for level one tier. States should

be
able to decide if offenders within four years of their victim that committed a felony are ehglble for

the level
one non public registry. Many state today already have this non public registry for youthful felonies

that
are considered low risk to re offend, the new guldehnes as written would take this option away This

option must remain in tack for the states.
5. Tier one can petmon for a shorter registration of 10 years if they have a clean record for the ten years.

It should only require a clean sexual record.

6. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they successful complete a sex offender
treatment program certified by jurisdiction. This should only be if you were sentenced by the judge to
do so. If it was not required at sentencing then it should not be required for the petition.

7. In a tier system a level two offender is required to register for 25 years. A clause should be added that
allows offenders who are within a 4 year age difference of the victim to petition for a reduction in
years of registration if their sexual record is clean for 10 years.
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8. Some states like Michigan already allow for reduction in years of registration for offenders, convicted

ofa
felony, who were within three years of the v1ct1ms age, who have completed probation, who have

een
prosecuted specifically because of the age of the victim and who have proven that they are at low risk

to , . : ,
re offend. These offenders have had their registration reduced to 10 years by a judge. The new

guidelines
would require these same individuals to now register for 25 years. This should be changed to allow

the individual to register as per the judges decision.

Sincerely,

Clifford A.Cid
Ty

A
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 3:58 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: OAG Docket No. 121

From: Doolan, Joan

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 8:50 AM
To: GetSMART

Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

Re: OAG Docket No. 121

To Whom It May Concern, _
I want every effort made to eliminate registration altogether for youthful indiscretions. There are many

Romeo & Juliet type cases on the registry along with children playing doctor, I want those individuals
off the registry. Below are a few additional clauses I would ad to your guidelines.

1. It is very necessary for the State to be able to take existing offenders who qualify for exemption

as per the new legislation of the registry without fear of losing federal funding.

2. Solicitation of a Minor to engage in sexual conduct, any direction, request, enticement, persuasion or
icouragement of a minor should have an exemption for teens within four years of age, otherwise many

«cens could become susceptible to this offense.

3. In a Tier system, Tier one, as written, cannot include Romeo & Juliet cases that involve intercourse

because it only includes cases that involve jail sentencing of less than a year. All cases where

intercourse or oral sex is involved would require sentencing of more than a year. A clause should be

added to allow offenders under the age of 18 or within four years of the age of the victim to be assessed

as a level one if the state deems them 1o be a low risk to re offend. In this way a state has the option to

take their residence prosecuted their state off the registry and they have options on how to treat

a offender coming in from a stricter state. '

4. The guidelines do allow states to elect to allow a non public registry for level one tier. States should

be ~ o
able to decide if offenders within four years of their victim that committed a felony are eligible for the

level ; ‘
one non public registry. Many state today already have this non public registry for youthful felonies that
are considered low risk to re offend, the new guidelines as written would take this option away. This

option must remain in tack for the states. ]
5. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they have a clean record for the ten years.

It should only require a clean sexual record. ,
6. Tier one can petition for a shorter registration of 10 years if they successful complete a sex offender
treatment program certified by jurisdiction. This should only be if you were sentenced by the judge to

do so. If it was not required at sentencing then it should not be required for the petition.
7. In a tier system a level two offender is required to register for 25 years. A clause should be added that

‘llows offenders who are within a 4 year age difference of the victim to petition for a reduction in

sars of registration if their sexual record is clean for 10 years.
8. Some states like Michigan already allow for reduction in years of registration for offenders, convicted

ofa .
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Appendix Four
Surgical Castration in Relation to Sex Offender Risk Assessment

Surgical castration or orchidectomy is the removal of the testicles. In most cases this is done for medical
reasons but in sex offenders may be done for the reduction of sexual drive. Orchidectomy was practiced
in Nazi Germany and in post-war Europe in sufficient numbers that several studies have been conducted
on the recidivism rates of those who have undergone the operation. In general, the post-operative
recidivism rates are low, but not zero (2% - 5%). In addition, the subjects in the European samples tended
to be older men and this data may not generalize well to ordinary sex offender samples. The recidivism
rates reported, however, are lower than expected base rates. This may suggest that there is some
protective effect from castration. :

However, this effect can be reversed. There have been a number of case studies where a castrated
individua) has obtained steroids, reversed the effects of the operation, and gone on to re-offend.

In terms of overall risk assessment, if an individual has undergone surgical castration it is worth
consideration but this is not an overriding factor in risk assessment. In particular, an evaluator must
consider the extent to which sex drive contributes to the offence pattern and whether the offender has the
motivation and intellectual resources to maintain a low androgen lifestyle in the face of potentially serious
side effects (e.g., bone loss, weight gain, breast growth).
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Appendix Five

STATIC-99 Coding Form
Question Risk Factor Codes Score
Number

1 | Young Aged 25 or older 0
(S9909) | Aged 18 ~ 24.99 1

2 Ever Lived With Ever lived with fover for at least

two years?
Yes 0
(S9910) | No 1
3 Index non-sexual violence -~ : No 0
Any Convictions (S9904) Yes 1
4 Prior non-sexual violence - No 0
' Any Convictions (89905) Yes 1
5 Prior Sex Offences har Convictions

None None 0
1-2 1 1
35 2-3 2
(59901) 6+ 4+ 3
6 Prior sentencing dates 3orless 0
(excluding index) (§9902) 4 or more 1
7 Any convictions for non-contact No 0
sex offences (59903) Yes 1
8 Any Unrelated Victims No 0
{S9906) Yes 1
9 Any Stranger Victims No 0
(S9907) Yes 1
10 Any Male Victims No -0
(59908) Yes 1

Total Score

Add up scores from
individual risk factors

TRANSLATING STATIC 99 SCORES INTO RISK CATEGORIES
Score Label for Risk Category

0,1 Low

2,3 Moderate-Low

4.5 Moderate-High
6 plus . High
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Appendix Seven

Suggested Report Paragraphs for Communicating
STATIC-99-based Risk Information

The STATIC-99 is an instrument designed to assist in the prediction of sexual and violent recidivism for
sexual offenders. This risk assessment instrument was developed by Hanson and Thornton (1999) based
on follow-up studies from Canada and the United Kingdom with a total sample size of 1,301 sexual
offenders. The STATIC-99 consists of 10 items and produces estimates of future risk based upon the
number of risk factors present in any one individual. The risk factors included in the risk assessment
instrument are the presence of prior sexual offences, having committed a current non-sexual violent _
offence, having a history of non-sexual violence, the number of previous sentencing dates, age less than
25 years old, having male victims, having never lived with a lover for two continuous years, having a
history of non-contact sex offences, having unrelated victims, and having stranger victims.

The recidivism estimates provided by the STATIC-99 are group estimates based upon reconvictions and
were derived from groups of individuals with these characteristics. As such, these estimates do not
directly correspond to the recidivism risk of an individual offender. The offender’s risk may be higher or
lower than the probabilities estimated in the STATIC-99 depending on other risk factors not measured by
this instrument. This instrument should not be used with Young Offenders (those less than 18 years of

age) or women.

Mr. X scored a 72 on this risk assessment instrument. Individuals with these characteristics, on average,
sexually reoffend at 27% over five years and at ??% over ten years. The rate for any violent recidivism
(including sexual) for individuals with these characteristics is, on average, 7% over five years and 77%
over ten years. Based upon the STATIC-99 score, this places Mr. X in the Low, [score of O or 1](between
the 1** and the 23" percentile); Moderate-Low, [score of 2 or 3] (between the 24" and the 61% percentile);
Moderate-High, [score of 4 or 5] (between the 62" and the 88" percentile); High, [score of 6 plus](in the
top 12%) risk category relative to other adult male sex offenders. ‘

Based on a review of other risk factors in this case 1 believe that this STATIC-99 score
(Over/Under/Fairly) represents Mr. Xs risk at this time. The other risk factors considered that lead me to
this conclusion were the following: {Stable Variables: Intimacy Deficits, Social Influences, Attitudes
Supportive of Sexual Assault, Sexual Self-Regulation, and General Self-Regulation; Acute Variables:
Substance Abuse, Negative Mood, Anger/Hostility, Opportunities for Victim Access - Taken from the
SONAR*}, (Hanson & Harris, 2001). Both the STATIC-99 and the SONAR 2000 are available from the

Solicitor General Canada’s Website www.sgc.gc.ca

* Note: This list is not intended to be definitive. Evaluators may want to include other static or dynamic
variables in their evaluations.

Hanson, R. K., & Harris, A. J. R. (2001). A structured >approach to evaluating change among sexual
offenders. Sexual Abuse; A Journal of Research and Treatment, 13(2), 105-122.

[Evaluator — these paragraphs are available electronically by e-mailing Andrew Harris, harrisa@sge.gc.ca
and requesting the electronic file — Standard STATIC-99 Paragraphs]
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Appendix Eight
STATIC-99 Inter-rater Reliability

Reliability is the extent to which the same individual receives the same score on different assessments.
Inter-rater reliability is the extent to which different raters independently assign the same score to the
same individual at a given point in time.

These independent studies utilized different methods of calculating inter-rater reliability. The Kappa
statistic provides a correction for the degree of agreement expected by chance. Percent agreement is
calculated by dividing the agreements (where both raters score “0” or both raters score “1”) by the total
number in the item sample. Pearson correlations compare the relative rankings between raters. Intra-class
correlations compare absolute values between raters.

The conclusion to be drawn from this data is that raters would rarely disagree by more than one point on a
STATIC-99 score. '

Summary of Inter-rater Reliability

Study N of cases Method of reliability calculation Reliability
double coded

Barbaree et al. 30 Pearson correlations between total scoreé .90
Hanson (2001) 55 Average ltem Percent Agreement 91

55 Average ltem Kappa .80

55 Intra-class correlation for total scores - .87
Harris et al. 10 Pearson correlations between total scores _ .96
References

Barbaree, H. E., Seto, M. C., Langton, C. M., & Peacock, E. J. (2001). Evaluating the predictive accuracy
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Hanson, R. K., (2001). Note on the reliability of STATIC-99 as used by the California Department of
Mental Health evaluators. Unpublished report. Sacramento, CA: California Department of Mental
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Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., Quinsey, V. L., Boer, D., & Lang, C. (2002). 4 multi-site comparison of
actuarial risk instruments for sex offenders. Manuscript submitted for publication.
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Appendix Nine
STATIC-99 Replication Studies References
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Wilson, R. J., & Prinzo, M. (2001, November). The concurrent validity of actuarial measures of sexual
and violent risk in high-risk sexual offenders detained until sentence completion, Paper presented at
the 20"™ annual conference of the Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers, San Antonio,

Texas.
STATIC-99 Replications
- orted
Authors Country Sample n R?go'(t;e
Hanson & Thornton (2000) Canada & the UK Prison Males 1,301 Wi
' These are the original samples for the Static-99 Prison Males
Barbaree et al,, (2001) Canada Prison Males ' 215 .70
Beech et al., (2002) England Community 53 J3
Hanson (2002) Unpublished Canada Community 202 .59
Harris et al., (Submitted) Canada Forensic Mental Health Patients 396 62
Hood et al., (2002) | England HM Prison Males 162 a7
McGrath et al., (2000) United States Prison Males 191 14
Motiuk (1995) Canada Prison Males 229 7
Nicholaichuk (2001) Canada Aboriginal Males 109 67
Nunes et al., (2002) Canada Community Pre-trial 268 J0
Poole et al., (2001) United States Juv. sex offenders released after age 18 45 95
Reddon et al., (1995) Canada Prison Males 355 6
Sjostedt & Langstrom (2001) | Sweden All released male offenders (1993-1997) 1,400 .76
Song & Lieb (1995) United States | Community 490 59
Thornton (2000a) England Prison Males 193 89
Thornton (2000b) England Prison Males 10 85
Tough (2001) Canada Developmentally Delayed Males 76 £0
Wilson et al., {2001) Canada Detained High-Risk Offenders 30 61
’ TOTAL 4,514 | MEAN=724
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Appéndix Ten :
Interpreting STATIC-99 Scores Greater than 6

In the original Hanson and Thornton (1999, 2000) study, all offenders with scores of 6 or more were
grouped together as “high risk” because there were insufficient cases to provide reliable estimates for
offenders with higher scores. Consequently, some evaluators have wondered how to interpret scores for
offenders with scores greater than 6. We believe that there is insufficient evidence to conclude that
offenders with scores greater than 6 are higher risk to re-offend than those who have a score of 6.
However, as an offender’s score increases, there is increased confidence that he is indeed a member of the

high-risk group.

Below are the sexual and violent recidivism rates for the offenders with scores of 6 through 9. No
offender in these samples had a score of 10 or greater. The rates were based on the same subjects and the
same statistics (survival analysis) as those used to generate the estimates reported in Table 5 of Hanson

and Thornton (1999, 2000).

Overall, the recidivism rates for the offenders with scores of 6, 7 and 8 were similar to the rates for the
high-risk group as a whole. There were only three cases with a Static -99 score of 9, one of which -
sexually recidivated after 3 years, one re-offended with non-sexual violent offence after 18 years, and one
did not recidivate. None of the differences between the groups were statistically significant.

Static-99  sample Sexual recidivism Violent recidivism
score size

Syears 10years 15years  5years ‘10 years 15 years

6 T2 36 44 - 51 46 53 .60
7 33 43 43 53 43 46 56
8 21 33 52 57 A3 57 .62
9 3 33 33 33 33 33 33
10,11,12 0
Scores 6 129 39 45 52 44 51 59
thru 12

77






STATIC-99 Coding Form

Question Risk Factor Codes Score
Number
1 Young _ Aged 25 or older 0
(S9909) Aged 18 —24.99 1
2 Ever Lived With Ever lived with lover for '
at least two years?
(S9910) Yes 0
No 1
-3 Index non-sexual violence - No 0
Any Convictions (S9904) Yes 1
4 Prior non-sexual violence - No 0
Any Convictions (S9905) Yes 1
5 Prior Sex Offences Charges Convictions
None None 0
(S9901) 1-2 1 1
' 3-5 2-3 2
6+ 4+ 3
6 Prior sentencing dates 3 or less 10
(excluding index) (89902) 4 or more 1
7 Any convictions for non-contact No 0
sex offences (S9903) - | Yes 1
8 Any Unrelated Victims No 0
(S9906) Yes 1
9 Any Stranger Victims No 0
(S9907). Yes 1
10 Any Male Victims _ No 0
(89908) Yes 1
Add up scores from individual
: risk factors
Total Score

TRANSLATING STATIC 99 SCORES INTO RISK CATEGORIES

Score

0,1
2,3
45
6 plus

" Label for Risk Category

Low
Moderate-Low
Moderate-High
High
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STATIC-99 Coding Form

Question Risk Factor Codes Score
Number :
1 Young Aged 25 or older 0
(S9909) Aged 18 — 24.99 1
2 Ever Lived With ’ Ever lived with lover for
_ at least two years?

(89910) Yes 0
No 1
3 Index non-sexual violence - No 0
Any Convictions (S9904) Yes 1
4 Prior non-sexual violence - No 0
Any Convictions (89905) Yes 1

5 Prior Sex Offences Charges " Convictions
_ None None 0
(89901) 1-2 1 1
3-5 2-3 2
6+ 4+ 3
6 Prior sentencing dates 3 orless 0
(excluding index) (S9902) 4 or more 1
7 Any convictions for non-contact No 0
sex offences (S9903) Yes 1
8 Any Unrelated Victims No 0
(S9906) Yes 1
9 Any Stranger Victims No 0
(89907) Yes 1
10 Any Male Victims _ No 0
(S9908) Yes 1

Total Score

Add up scores from individual
risk factors '

TRANSLATTNG STATIC 99 SCORES INTO RISK CATEGORIES

Score

0,1
2,3
4,5
6 plus

Label for Risk Category

Low
Moderate-Low
Moderate-High
High
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Rogers, Laura | L _‘Hfﬁ/ dui bt
From: QD |

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 10:01 AM
To: GetSMART

co:

Subject: SMART, comments regarding
Regarding page 52, third paragraph, last sentence:

It is a shame that those branded a tier IT and III have no recourse to reduce their reporting requirements.
Many such individuals, because of a singular offense that carned the tier designation, regardless of age
when committed, are marked for a lifetime. There should be some consideration for a life worthily lived
after a period of time to be able to free themselves from at least having to register for the rest of their
lives. Being branded a sex offender is a life sentence in itself regardless of the tier. It makes finding
meaningful employment and decent living arrangements extremely difficult for someone trying to be
rehabilitated and perhaps raise a family.

Further, on page 53, the bulleted item at the top:

It appears that such successfully completed treatments, at least those conducted in a correctional
facility, are not recognized once released and often repeated when on parole. Some sort of after
incarceration treatment should be required but taking into account what the offender has already done.

Yours truly,

Edward M. Gundersen

8/16/2007



Adam Walsh Act Page 1 of 1

R isladion Qg

Rogers, Laura

Sent:  Tuesday, June 12, 2007 10:48 AM

To:  GetSMART; gl

Subject: Adam Walsh Act

| have a concern about the duration of registration requirement.
Under the Duration of Regsitration it states: It generally requires that sex offenders keep the registration

_current for 15 years in case of a tier I sex offender, for 25 years in case of a tier II sex offender, and for
the life of the sex offender in case of a tier III sex offender, “excluding any time the sex offender is in
custody or civilly committed.” However, it does NOT deal with Non Compliance of offenders during
the required registration period. This could cause a problem, becasue approximately 99% of the
offenders we deal with are the ones who do not update their information, move and don't tell anyone and
so forth. It would be nice if the act would also include "excluding anytime the sex offender is in
custody, civilly commited or when any person who is required to register under this act knowingly or

willfully fails to comply with the registration requirement."

Thank you,
Detective Kim Kleinsorge




Rosengarten, Clark lvr n Leirvent™
B v

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 11:45 AM
To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: OAG Docket No. 121

From: Grace Groga

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 8:46 AM
To: GetSMART

Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

Office of Sex Offender Sentancing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Registering and Tracking
Justice Department’s Office of Justice Programs

SUBJECT: OAG Docket No. 121

I am writing to address some issues with the Adam Walsh Proposed Guidelines, Section X KEEPING
THE REGISTRATION CURRENT A

Section 113(c) provides that each sex offender must no later than three business days after each change
»f name, residence, employment or student status appear to register these changes., It needs to be
specified that all law enforcement agencies be required to accept registrations 24 hours per day, 7
days per week, so that offenders can comply with these requirements without jeopardizing their jobs or
interfering with their student activities. There are some law enforcement agencies that will only accept
registrations during certain times of day, making it difficult for offenders to stay in compliance. The
three-day rule makes this even harder, and therefore increases the need for all law enforcement agencies

to accept registrations at any time of day or night.

This same section further requires offenders to register in Residence, Employment and School
jurisdictions. By the terms of the Adam Walsh Act, a jurisdiction is a state. With the extensive
information sharing capabilities of the software described in this Act, it should be specified that one
registration within that state covers all these areas. There is no reason for offenders to be required to
register in various cities or counties within their state jurisdiction...this causes increased paperwork,
duplicates registration procedures and increases the chances for discrepancies caused by different

agencies entering the information repeatedly.

IT SHOULD BE MANDITORY THAT WHENEVER AN OFFENDER REGISTERS OR
UPDATES HIS/HER INFORMATION THAT THEY BE PROVIDED WITH A COPY OF THAT
UPDATE/REGISTRATION. This is not designated in the guidelines, but is the only proof that that
offender has to prove they have complied with the registration requirements in the event of an entering
error on the part of the law enforcement agencies. Many young men and women have avoided
prosecution only by being able to present documentation of this nature.

Thank you for your consideration.

7/30/2007



Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent:  Tuesday, July 31, 2007 10:56 AM
To:  Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: OAG Docket No. 121

From: Grace Grogarp
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 9:09 PM

~ To: GetSMART -
Subject: OAG Docket No. 121

Office of Sex Offender Sentancing, Monitoring, Apprehériding, Registering and Tracking
Justice Department’s Office of Justice Programs ' _

SUBJECT: OAG Docket No. 121

[ am writing concerning discrepancies/contradictions within the guidelines which may cause confusion
and ultimately lead to offenders unknowingly violating registration requirements.

The goal should be to ensure compliance with registration guidelines, and for that to happen there needs
2 be some consistency. ' :

Under Temporary Lodging Information Sec. 114(a)(7) — page 31 of the propoéed guidelines, it states
that jurisdictions must require sex offenders to provide information about any place in which the
offender is staying for seven or more days, identifying the place and the period of time they will be

staying there. :

Section VIII. Where Registration is Required Section VIII. Where Registration is Required — Page 46
states that a jurisdiction must require a sex offender to register in the jurisdiction as a resident under
SORNA if the sex offender has a home in the jurisdiction, or if the offender lives in the jurisdiction for
at least 30 days, and that each jurisdiction may choose whether this is 30 consecutive days, 30
nonconsecutive days over a 45 day period or 30 nonconsecutive days within a calendar year.

The logical solution would be to incorporate Temporary Lodging under the 30 day allowance of Section
' VIII, but setting an established consecutive period of time before registration is required, and not allow
states to shorten that period of time. To ensure the most compliance there should be an allowance for
the length of time an offender can take a reasonable family vacation without have to register while '
traveling, and this time frame should be consistent within the 50 United States and its possessions.
Since most businesses offer between 2-4 weeks of paid vacation each year, the 30 consecutive day
requirement before having to register in a jurisdiction would be most reasonable and prevent
unnecessary processing of paperwork, registrations, etc. Again, states should not be allowed to shorten

the period of time when within their state.

Consistency amongst all of the states will allow for the most compliance and reduce paperwork,

7/31/2007



needless prosecution due to confusion of requirements, etc.
Thank you for your consideration.

Mother, Grandmother
Concerned Cititzen

See what you're getting into...before you go there. Check it out!

7/31/2007 -



Rogers, Laura

From: (NN
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2007 10:48 AM
To: GetSMART ' '
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

I am writting to you about section 114 (a)(7) A sex offender is required to supply information about any
place in which the sex offender is staying 7 days or more. This section is to general. Does it mean 7
days in a row? Does in mean 7 days in a calander year? The other problem with this is that how does it
get enforced? This does not provide any more protection to the public, but gives them the feeling of
more protection. Now if a sex offender does say they are staying at a place for more than 7 days will
they be required to register at that location also? And if so will the sex offender have to register
everytime they go to that location? :

7/21/2007



Rogers, Laura

From: I
Sent:  Friday, June 15, 2007 1:01 PM

To: GetSMART
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

Sec 113 (a) (b) (c) and Sec 117 (a) Change of address and loction of work. 3 working days to change
that information at all of the locations is an unreasonable time. 10 working days. Futhermore the sex
offender should only be reporting any changes to the place of primary residence. In this day and age of
electronic comincations it is unreasonable to think this information can not be transmitted electronicly to
say a different jursdiction then the sex offenders primary home if say they work in one jursidiction
andlive in anouther. Futhermore if they are changing vehicles, e mail or phone numbers it says that
infomation will be reported immediately. Again the sex offender should only have to report this
information to the primary place of residence. The information then can be transmitted electronicly to
the other jursdictions that the sex offender is working in or going to school in. To have them report in
person to more locations than one will in the end be counter productive as many may go underground
and stop reporting altogether. Futher if under the SONRA a sex offender is required to do so many
steps, then soon an offender will take this to court. The courts may rule that this is additional
punishiment and not in keeping with the public saftey requirement set fourth by the courts already.

7/21/2007



Rogers, Laura |

From: QU

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2007 1:13 PM
To: GetSMART
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

Sec 114 (a) (7) Seven consecitive days in one location fequires reporting. This statement is to broad. It
should read Seven conscitive days in one location in any calander year require reporting of address and

location.

7/21/2007



Rogers, Laura

From: @IS

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 2:44 PM
To: GetSMART
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

“The SONRA under the Adam Walsh act will require that all sex offenders report to any jurisdictions in
which they live, go to school, and work. This will place an undue burden on law enforcement agencies
though out the USA. Given that some jurisdictions will have over 200 sex offenders that will be
required to report to them within the required three (3) days. In that short time frame some will have to
register 200 or more sex offenders. To do that the jurisdiction will be forced to add more personnel just
to get the offenders registered within the three (3) days. The three (3) days should be changed to ten
(10) business days to report to the jurisdictions in question. Another issue with this part of the rules is
that it will require a lot of duplication of work on the part of Law Enforcement, given that the sex
offender will be required to report to multiple locations, when they work, live or go to school in one
jurisdiction, but work, live or go to school in another jurisdiction. In that in this day and age the
technology is available to forward information from one jurisdiction to another in a matter of seconds, it
would be more prudent and a better use of resources for the sex offender to report to only one location
and have that location forward the information to other jurisdictions the offender may work or go to
school. The argument that having the sex offender report in person to all the locations, puts the offender
on notice that they are known is one that holds little value in that the sex offender will already be aware
that the information is forwarded to another jurisdiction of record. As for the Law Enforcement
personnel recalling who they are and what they look like, this also holds little value in that it is very
unlikely that the person registering the offender will recall what all the offenders they registered looked
like, given the high numbers of offenders they will have to register. .

7/2172007



Rogers, L.aura

From: (R

Sent:  Thursday, July 05, 2007 3:22 PM

To: GetSMART

Cc: christine__leqnard@judiciary-dem.senate.gov
Subject: OAG Docket No 121

Sec 113 (A) (b) (C) and 117(a) As written will require that sex offenders report within 3 days any
change of address, change of school, change of work location. This section also says that a sex offender
must immediately report any change in vehicle, e mail address or any phone number change. 3 days is
an unreasonable amount of time and should be changed to (10) ten business days. Furthermore the sex
offender should only have to report the change to one of the three locations and the agency receiving this
information required to update the sex offender data base. It is redundant to have the sex offender report
to all the locations the change that has occurred. The courts may look at this as being very punitive in
nature, in that it will not only be time consuming to the offender; it will also be costly in terms of
transportation cost. It should also be brought to your attention that the more restrictive and harder you
make it on the sex offenders to complete the requirements under the SONRA, the more non compliant
sex offenders will become with the rules. If you do not think this statement is true look to the state of
{owa that has found that they need to change some of the restrictions they put on the books for sex
offenders as now the obedience to registering is falling off. This has resulted in many of them going
"underground" and lowered the effectiveness of sex offender registry; the same as it will with all the
hoops you are having the sex offender jump though with your rules as written on the SONRA.

7/21/2007



